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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Climate does make a difference. "Research supports it; common sense 
confirms it" (Sweeney, 1991). In recent years, an unparalleled plethora 
of reports have criticized the performance of the nation's schools. 
Although there has been marked disagreement regarding the educational 
aims and methods for addressing those aims, there is general consensus on 
the need for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of our 
educational system. 
The importance of school climate is now generally accepted by 
authorities in school improvement. Throughout the discourse on school 
reform during the past decades, considerable attention has been devoted 
to the definition and investigation of a school's "climate, culture, 
atmosphere, personality or ethos" (Anderson, 1982; Brookover et al., 
1979; Edmonds, 1979; Rutter et al., 1979). 
The research findings on effective schools by Edmonds (1979) spawned 
the school reform movement of the 1980s. Other significant studies such 
as the longitudinal study of twelve English high schools by Rutter, 
Maughan, Mortimore, and Ouston (1979) and the study of 61 Michigan 
elementary schools by Brookover, Flood, Schwertzer and Wisenbacher (1979) 
reported that school climate is a major factor in influencing the success 
of the school. The more effective schools were found to be those that 
placed a major emphasis on student achievement, emphasized rewards, and 
had a positive environment (Norton, 1984). 
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Rutter (1979) indicated that focusing on the improvement of climate 
is the first step toward more effective schools and that a good climate 
is associated with high productivity and job satisfaction. On the other 
hand, a "poor" climate leads to student alienation, job dissatisfaction, 
frustration, and lack of creativity. 
What is climate? Brookover (1979) defined climate as the norms and 
expectations held by members of the group. His extensive research 
revealed that school climate accounted for a significant amount of the 
variance between schools and their mean levels of achievement. 
Statement of the Problem 
The assessment of school climate is an integral filament of school 
improvement. An array of climate instruments have been developed to 
assist school leaders in obtaining useful information on the feel of the 
school. Miles and Kaufman (1985) reviewed twenty-two of thirty-nine 
school improvement projects. Since much evidence supports the influence 
of the principal on the school environment, they found that most of the 
instruments for measuring school effectiveness focused on principal-
teacher relationships. A preponderance of data is available about the 
teachers' perceptions of the climate of the schools. 
These significant findings validate the critical need for assessing 
the views of other people in the school's organizational structure. If 
all people make a difference, researchers have selectively excluded a 
major group of staff members—the classified staff, who make significant 
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contributions to the overall feeling, tone, atmosphere or climate of the 
school. 
At best, the science of assessing the impact of the classified 
staff's attitudes on school organizational climate is in its infancy. 
The lack of assessment instruments and a data base to analyze the 
perceptions of the classified staff's views of life in the school sparks 
an impetus for increasing the knowledge base in this limited field of 
study. Concomitantly, this critical information would provide school 
leaders with additional ammunition for bolstering their school 
improvement efforts. 
Is climate pervasive in school organizations, or are there 
subcultures in each school environment? Does the certified staff feel 
better about the school than the classified staff? Are there differences 
among the various types of work groups in the school as they relate to 
the climate of the school? Do these perceptions of climate make a 
difference in the overall "personality" of the school? What are some of 
the major influences on the climate of the school? While it appears that 
the attitudes of classified staff (secretaries, teacher assistants, 
custodians, food service workers, custodians, bus drivers, etc.) may 
affect school organizational climate, there have been limited research 
attempts to study this phenomenon. The problem for this study is to 
determine if climate is a pervasive concept and the relationship between 
factors that might influence climate and cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The overarching purpose of this study was to examine the climate of 
the school as viewed through the eyes of the district-based and school-
based classified staff. The primary purpose of the study was to 
determine if the school's climate is a pervasive concept or if teachers 
and classified staff have a different view of life in the school. The 
study was designed to determine if there were differences in how 
certified and classified staff view the school and if the perception of 
the school-based classified staff differ by buildings. It was also 
designed to compare the perceptions of the work unit of school-based and 
classified staff. Finally, the study was conducted to examine the 
influence of selected factors on the perceptions of classified staff. 
Assumptions 
The study was guided by the following assumptions: 
1. School climate has a direct bearing on student achievement. 
2. Effective schools share a climate that is instructionally effective 
for all of their students. 
3. Effective schools appear to be characterized by a positive climate 
which is conducive to learning. 
4. Improvement of climate is a first step toward more effective 
schools. 
5. A good school climate is associated with high productivity and job 
satisfaction. 
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6. Poor climate leads to student alienation, job dissatisfaction, 
complaining, frustration, and lack of productivity. 
7. A school climate which facilitates learning is an a priori condition 
for achieving excellence. 
8. A climate that motivates the workers is an a priori state for 
maximizing productivity. 
9. Assessing the climate is a critical step in the school improvement 
process. 
Hypotheses 
Fifteen hypotheses were formulated to measure the relationships and 
differences postulated in the study: 
1. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the cohesiveness 
of their work unit. 
2. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the esprit of 
their work unit. 
3. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the goal 
orientation of their work unit. 
4. There is no significant difference in the cohesiveness of the 
five types of job categories. 
5. There is no significant difference in the esprit of the five 
types of job categories. 
6. There is no significant difference in the goal orientation of 
the five types of job categories. 
7. There is no significant difference in the cohesiveness of the 
school-based classified staff among the eleven schools. 
8. There is no significant difference in the esprit of the school-
based classified staff among the eleven schools. 
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3. Certified staff—professional, degreed employees (i.e., teachers, 
principals, curriculum supervisors, superintendent, assistant, 
etc.). 
4. Work unit—refers to the school for school-based classified staff 
employees and the department for nonschool-based classified staff. 
5. Cohesiveness—the extent to which classified staff are able to work 
together on important job assignments. 
6. Goal orientation—the extent to which classified staff are committed 
to making a difference. 
7. Central administration—generally refers to upper administration 
(i.e., maintenance director, assistant superintendent, 
superintendent, etc.). 
8. Immediate supervisor—refers to principal for school-based 
classified staff; refers to department head for nonschool-based 
classified staff. 
9. School-based—school is the primary work location for classified 
staff. 
10. District-based—central office is the primary work location or 
classified staff member is assigned from the central office to 
various work sites for specified periods of time. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The broad objective of the present investigation was to examine the 
climate of the school as viewed by the classified staff. Inherent in 
this process will be several delimitations: 
8 
The study was limited to one midwestern school district comprised of 
eleven schools. 
The study is a snapshot reflecting one period of time. Results may 
not be generalizable to other school districts. 
Because of the variation in educational requirements for classified 
positions, the inventory was designed to be generic and simplified. 
Variables such as race, sex, and age of participants may affect the 
classified staff's perceptions of school climate, but were not 
included as a part of this study. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
"School climate involves more than staff morale. It's 
the interaction between satisfaction and productivity for 
everyone in the school." 
—Edgar A. Kelley (1981) 
This chapter cites selected literature and related research on 
organizational and school climate. This literature review will address 
research directly related to the present investigation. Inherent in this 
review are syntheses from Anderson's (1985) investigation of school 
climate and related research by Pinckney (1982) and Willingham (1990). 
Organizational Climate 
Most researchers agree that organizations differ by climate. Norton 
(1984) defines organizational climate as "the collective personality of a 
school or enterprise, the atmosphere as characterized by the social and 
professional interactions of the individuals in the school" (p. 43). 
"Climate may be pictured as a personality sketch of a school. As 
personality describes an individual, so climate defines the essence of an 
institution" (Norton, 1984, p. 3). 
Further research (Lawler, Hall & Oldham, 1974) has shown that an 
organization's climate can influence both the job performance and the 
satisfaction of its employees. Muchinsky (1987) suggested that most 
researchers agree that organizations differ by climate, which suggests 
that climate is an organizational attribute. Nevertheless, Muchinsky 
notes that organizational climate can be promoted to facilitate 
organizational goals. 
10 
The importance of climate as an object of study and a focus of 
change within schools lies in its relationships to other constructs. 
Research by Rutter et al. (1970) indicates that focusing on the 
improvement of climate is the first step toward more effective schools 
and that a "good" school climate is associated with high productivity and 
job satisfaction. On the other hand, it appears that a "poor" climate 
leads to student alienation, job dissatisfaction, complacency, 
frustration and lack of creativity. 
Based on studies of school environments, Brookover and Lezotte 
(1977) described schools with high and low levels of student 
productivity. Schools with high levels of students' outcomes have 
faculties who accept the basic objectives of the school, state high 
expectations for students, help students meet those expectations, and 
accept accountability for achieving stated goals. In contrast are 
schools with low levels of student productivity (Lezotte, 1980). These 
schools are characterized by complacency and acceptance of things as they 
are; no one "rocks the boat," and there is an apparent willingness to 
attend to problems which might upset the calm or the good staff 
relations. 
Block (1983) summarizes the characteristics of school climate in the 
literature on effective schools: 
. School environments supportive of the learning process were 
purposeful, orderly and cooperative. 
. Effective administrators made an effort to structure the physical 
environment to reflect the school's positive, goal-oriented 
philosophy. Well-kept interiors and administrative attention to 
the school's appearance were cited in several reports. 
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"organizations differ in climate juat as individuals differ in 
personality ... as certain personality types are better suited for some 
jobs, certain climates foster certain behaviors" (p. 367). 
The standard research on motivation of employees was conducted by 
Fredrick Herzberg in the late fifties and sixties. He concluded that 
certain "hygiene factors" (i.e., salary, along with other extrinsic 
factors such as working conditions, company policy, and job security) 
were ineffective in terms of motivating employees to extraordinary effort 
or commitment. Herzberg concluded that individuals could be inspired to 
exceptional efforts. They needed to feel a sense of: 
. The significance of the work they were doing 
. Achievement 
. Recognition for accomplishment 
. Increased responsibility, and 
. Advancement 
Sergiovanni (1967) replicated Herzberg's study with teachers and 
found that except for advancement, the other motivators—achievement, 
recognition, responsibility, and the work itself—were the most 
significant factors in terms of job satisfaction of teachers. 
More recently, Peters and Waterman (1982) attempted to identify the 
contributions to the success of American companies. They found that 
"best-run companies" were outstanding because they "were able to motivate 
average employees to extraordinary dedication and performance" (p. 149). 
Jones (1981) summarizes the issues regarding organizational change 
by stating: 
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The functioning of the organizational structure creates an 
emotional wash. The climate of the organization is the 
psychological atmosphere that results from and surrounds the 
operation of the structure; consequently, it is both a result and a 
determinant of the behavior of individuals and groups within the 
structure. (p. 160) 
Research on School Climate 
Since the mid-1970s, a considerable body of research findings about 
school climate has been developed. One of the most comprehensive reviews 
of the theories, models, variables, instruments, methods, findings of the 
research was conducted by Anderson (1982; in Austin, 1985). She 
thoroughly reviewed the specific aspects of school climate. This section 
of the literature review summarizes the relevant parts of Anderson's 
synthesis of school climate research that are related to this study. 
Jencks (cited in Anderson, 1985) noted that schools vary from being 
horrible, frightening institutions to being comfortable and secure. 
According to Anderson (1985), Tye observed that one can get a "feeling" 
from a school on the very first visit. Anderson further noted that 
Edmonds and other researchers on effective schools emphasized that the 
climate of effective schools should be a clear focus on high student 
achievement. 
Anderson (1982) warns the researcher that definitions of climate in 
the literature are often limited by the instrument used to measure it. 
The formal definitions cited by Anderson were further categorized as 
"analogous, abstract (nonoperationalized), or example based." In a 
similar vein, Anderson referenced Deal and Kennedy (1983) who referred to 
climate as the culture of the school, defined as "an informal 
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understanding of the way we do things around here" or "what keeps the 
herd moving roughly west." 
While many researchers focused on the various components of climate, 
Anderson (1982) recommended that climate be defined in terms of aspects 
that are observable and therefore measurable. 
Anderson (1982) attributes the wide variation in climate instruments 
to the variety in conceptualization and definition of climate. She 
discusses the early works of Stern (1961; 1964; 1970) that focused on the 
external environment of the school as perceived by the students. Other 
instruments discussed by Anderson that reflected a theoretical 
perspective similar to Stern's included: (1) the Classroom Environmental 
Scale (Moos, 1976; 179a; 1979b; Trickett & Moos, 1973), which focuses on 
respondents' perceptions of classroom interactions; (2) the Learning 
Environment Inventory, My Class Inventory, and My School Inventory 
(Anderson, 1973; Anderson & Walberg, 1974; Ellett, Capie, & Johnson, 
1980; Walberg, 1969; Walberg & Anderson, 1972); School Inventory 
(Anderson & Walberg, 1974; Ellett, Capie & Johnson); and (3) the 
Elementary School Environment Survey (Sinclair, 1970), which focuses on 
student perceptions of teacher and peer values and attitudes to build a 
school profile. 
Defining School Climate 
School climate is a pervasive condition, and the way to achieve a 
good school climate is by enacting all the characteristics of 
instructionally effective schools. Climate is both difficult to define 
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and to tneaaure (Rutter, 1979). Perry (1908, pp. 140-141) underlined the 
importance of school surroundings: 
Although it is quite impossible to reduce to any mathematical ratio 
the extent to which pupils are affected by the quality of their 
material environment, nevertheless, it must be admitted that they 
are distinctly influenced by their surroundings, and that it becomes 
a duty of the school to provide something more than mere "housing." 
Edmonds (1979) noted that effective schools "share a climate in 
which it is incumbent on all personnel to be instructionally effective 
for all pupils" (p. 22). He further observed that "a positive school 
organizational climate can be developed only if there is trust, respect, 
and caring" (p. 22). Rutter (1979) refers to climate as tone or 
atmosphere; the "ethos" of the building. "It is something that can be 
felt when entering the school—a sense of purpose, high morale, trust, 
quiet, order, ownership, commitment, rapport, caring and confidence" 
(p. 48). 
Halpin and Croft (1963) compared climate to the personality of the 
individual. Hellriegal and Slocum (1974) broadly defined climate as a 
set of attributes which can be viewed about an organization and its 
components. 
Tagiuri (1968) defined climate as: 
. . .  a  r e l a t i v e l y  e n d u r i n g  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  i n t e r n a l  e n v i r o n m e n t  o f  
an organization that is experienced by its members, influences their 
behavior, and can be described in terms of the values of a 
particular set of characteristics (or attributes) of the 
organization. (p. 27) 
He further identified four dimensions of the environment: ecology 
(physical and material aspects); milieu (social dimension created by the 
characteristics of groups of persons); social system (social dimension 
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created by the relationships of persons and groups); and culture (social 
dimensions created by belief systems, values, cognitive structures, and 
meaning) (p. 28). 
Moos (1974) and Insel and Moos (1974) conceptualized climate more 
narrowly than Tagiuri. They included climate (social ecology) as one of 
six aspects of the total human environment. The other factors were: 
ecological factors, behavior settings, organizational structure, 
average personal characteristics of individuals, and functional 
dimensions. 
In a similar vein, Sweeney (1988) concluded that school climate 
includes many factors—ranging from what an observer can see on entering 
a building or a classroom to what an observer can "feel" during time 
spent in a school. He noted that a good climate requires everyone to 
respect the values of others (i.e., students respecting teachers and the 
staff, the building and grounds, and teachers and staff respecting 
students and the school environment). 
The Human Synergistics Institute (1987) provided a similar 
definition of the broader view of climate by viewing climate as 
individual descriptions of the social setting of which the individual is 
a part (e.g., perception of structures and organizational 
characteristics). Climate, then, reflects the way the organization feels 
to the people inside it. In a general sense, climate reflects 
perceptions of organizational characteristics and how it feels to be a 
member. Other broad climate definitions researched by Human Synergistics 
Institute were: 
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Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler and Weick (1970): 
A set of attitudes and expectancies describing the 
organization's static characteristics, and behavior-outcome and 
outcome-outcome contingencies. 
Forehand and Gilmer (1964): 
Characteristics that (1) distinguish one organization from 
another; (2) endure over time; (3) influence the behavior of 
people in organizations. The personality of the organization. 
Friedlander and Margulies (1969): 
Perceived organizational properties intervening between 
organizational characteristics and behavior. 
James, Hater, Jent, and Bruni (1978): 
Sum of members' perceptions about the organization. 
James and Jones (1974): 
Psychologically meaningful cognitive representations of the 
situation: perceptions. 
Litywin and Stringer (1978): 
A psychological process intervening between organizational 
characteristics and behavior. 
Moos (1974): 
Personality of the work environment. 
Paynem, Fineman, and Wall (1976): 
Consensus of individual's descriptions of the organization. 
Schneider (1975): 
Perceptions or interpretations of meaning which help 
individuals' sense of the world. 
Perchneider and Hall (1972): 
Individual perceptions of their organizations affected by 
characteristics of the organization and the individual. 
For the purpose of this study, school organizational climate is 
defined as "those elements in a school which affect the staff's 
willingness to work together, their desire to achieve, and their 
excitement about the work they do" (Pinckney, 1982). Authors have not 
reached full consensus on a common definition of climate. 
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Climate Variables 
The importance of climate as an object of study and a focus of 
change within schools lies in its relationship to other constructs. 
Brookover et al. (1978) reported that dimensions of school climate had 
strong mediating effect on school differences. They concluded that a 
favorable climate is a necessary condition for high achievement. 
Sweeney (1982) identified key beliefs and values which have a 
powerful influence on every member of the faculty: 
Respect for the 
Individual 
The extent to which teachers convey 
that there is consideration for the 
needs and values for each person in 
the school. 
Self-esteem 
. Sense of Efficacy 
. Control 
The extent to which teachers feel 
that they and the school are valued 
by students, parents, community 
members, and administrators. 
The extent to which teachers feel 
they and the school make a difference. 
The extent to which teachers feel 
they have sufficient influence on 
events and activities that occur in 
the school. 
. Achievement 
Orientation 
. Colleqiality 
Trust 
. Caring 
The extent to which teachers strive 
for results. 
The extent to which teachers work 
together and with their supervisors, 
share and help each other, and receive 
help and support from their supervisor. 
The extent to which confidentiality, 
honesty, expertise and fairness are 
exhibited by supervisors and colleagues. 
The extent to which people in the 
school exhibit concern for others. 
19 
Clark (1977) identified several climate factors which contribute to 
the improvement of school climate: total student involvement in the 
learning process, individualized performance expectations, a varied 
learning environment, and a varied reward system. 
Steiner (1965) examined factors which were identified with creative 
organizations. Characteristics of "alive and growing" organizations 
identified by Steiner were those organizations which: 
gave special attention to communication, encouraged a variety of 
idea systems, had contact with the outside world, had a 
heterogeneous personnel policy, evaluated ideas on their own merit 
as opposed to their source, had "administrative slack," which 
allowed the organization to absorb errors and to take necessary 
risks, and where employees "had fun" .... (p. 39) 
Measures of School Climate 
School assessment is a significant part of school improvement. 
Numerous instruments have been developed to collect information about the 
factors associated with positive school climate (Gottfredson, Hybl, 
Gottfredson, & Castaneda, 1986). The results of these research efforts 
have been used to formulate specific plans to improve school climate. 
Anderson (1982) noted that the construct of climate is multifaceted as 
evidenced by each approach to measure it. While many of these 
instruments and related studies were reviewed, only four will be 
presented for the purpose of this discussion. 
The 1950s saw a revived interest in the organizational climate of 
the school (Halpin & Croft, 1963). They highlighted the concept of 
climate in the school environment through the development of the 
Organizational Climate Descriptive Questionnaire (OCOQ) which has been 
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used in several hundred research undertakings. They identified eight 
dimensions of organizational climate: disengagement, hindrance, esprit-
morale, intimacy, aloofness, production emphasis, thrust and 
consideration. The first four dimensions reflect teacher behaviors, and 
the second four refer to principal behaviors. A subsequent analysis of 
the OCDQ by Kenhy and Reutiz (1980) resulted in the identification of 
only three factors: the principal as the authority figure, teacher qua 
teacher group perceptions, and nonclassroom teacher satisfaction. The 
OCDQ is completed by the teaching staff of a school and provides mean 
scores for eight subsets related to teacher and principal behavior. The 
six climate types profiles by Halpin and Croft are arranged on a general 
continuum from Open to Closed. The Open climate is generally described 
as one in which members enjoy extremely high esprit de corps, work well 
together, enjoy friendly relationships, and possess the incentive to work 
things out and to keep the organization moving (p. 2). 
Miles and Kaufman (1985) described thirty-nine school improvement 
projects of which twenty-seven used assessment instruments. 
Historically, data collection has been critical to the development of 
strategies to improve the quality of school climate. Teachers were the 
primary source of assessment information. About half of the projects 
asked students about their perceptions of the school. The literature 
continues to discuss the importance of school environment through the 
experimentation of the Eight Year Study. 
The School Improvement Inventory was a strong influence on this 
study. Pinckney and Sweeney (1983) developed the inventory to analyze 
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teachers' perceptions of three variables: (1) cohesiveness; (3) esprit; 
and (3) goal orientation. The subscales addressing the dimension of the 
building administrator's effectiveness include: (1) Human Resource 
Management, (2) Instructional Leadership, (3) Learning Environment 
Measurement, (4) Noninstructional Management, (5) Pupil Personnel, and 
(6) School-Community Relations. Teacher respondents are required to 
order the importance of the six major functions as they apply to their 
school's effectiveness. Teachers also record their perception of the 
building administrator's effectiveness in the same six task areas. The 
third area of concern addresses the effect of the administrator's 
performance on faculty effectiveness for school improvement. This 
dimension's subscales are: (1) climate measures (such as goal 
orientation, esprit, cohesiveness, teacher expectations, administrator 
dedication and enthusiasm, student attitudes, learning environment 
provision); and (2) leadership behaviors (such as supports, teachers, 
evaluated pupil progress, coordinated instruction/curriculum, 
instructional/curriculum emphasis, learning environment provision). 
Reports from data are generated to include the total organization, each 
school building, and various K-12 levels to help schools analyze their 
organization and begin improvement measures (School Improvement Model 
Projects, 1984). The School Improvement Inventory is a valid and 
reliable climate measuring tool which is appropriate for use in both 
public and independent elementary and secondary schools. These results 
assist school organizations as they analyze their schools and begin 
improvement measures. 
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While Sweeney and Pinckney measured climate of the professional 
staff, Willingham (1990) explored the same concept for support staff in 
the St. Joseph School District, St. Joseph, Missouri, under the auspices 
of the Iowa State University School Improvement Model (SIM) Project. She 
developed and field tested one of the initially known climate instruments 
to assess the pattern of shared perceptions of school climate as 
discerned by selected support staff members. She developed scales to 
operationalize school climate as perceived by selected support staff in 
nine dimensions: (1) work environment; (2) goal orientation; (3) esprit; 
(4) cohesiveness; (5) expectations; (6) administrator dedication and 
enthusiasm; (7) student attitudes; (8) support staff attitudes; and 
(9) teacher attitudes. Willingham's findings indicated the following: 
1. The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient computed for each 
support staff group indicated that high internal consistency 
existed among the ratings of perceptions of climate except in 
the dimension of work environment. 
2. Twenty-eight of the thirty discriminating questions that were 
selected to be factor analyzed loaded for the final version of 
the instrument. 
3. The aggregated scores, i.e., means, of perceptions of overall 
climate showed that there was a difference among the five 
subgroups of support staff classified by occupation. The bus 
drivers rated overall climate comparatively harsher. Central 
office support staff had similar perceptions when grouped by 
work site. 
4. By far, the bus drivers and the maintenance personnel perceived 
cliamte significantly lower in comparison to other support staff 
groups when using the nine climate dimensions. 
5. Five out of nine (56 percent) of the dimensions (viz., goal 
orientation, cohesiveness, expectations, student attitudes, and 
support staff attitudes) were rated significantly lower by bus 
drivers and maintenance personnel in comparison to at least one 
other subgroup of the support staff. The maintenance group 
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alone rated their perceptions significantly lower compared to at 
least two other support staff groups in the areas of teacher 
attitudes and administrative dedication and enthusiasm. 
6. Bus drivers and maintenacne personnel were not the only groups 
with significantly lower ratings on the climate dimensions. 
Clerical personnel were also significantly lower/harsher in 
their ratings on the dimensions of cohesiveness, support staff 
attitudes, and teacher attitudes, in comparison to the food 
service personnel on the first two dimensions, and 
paraprofessionals on the last dimension cited. 
7. Paraprofessionals and food service personnel did not rate any of 
the nine climate dimensions lower or harsher than another 
support staff group. 
8. On all climate dimensions, the support staff assigned to the 
central office buildings (viz., the district office, media, and 
maintenance buildings) rated the climate significantly lower in 
comparison to at least two other support staff groups 
(classified by work site). 
9. Support staff located in the high schools rated their climate 
significantly lower than the elementary schools' support staff 
on all climate dimensions. 
10. Gender appears to be related to support staff attitudes and 
administrative dedication and enthusiasm, whereas the length of 
time served in the district is somewhat linked to the support 
staff attitudes and esprit on the positive side; it was related 
to expectations and administrative dedcication and enthusiasm on 
the negative side. (p. 108) 
Three climate variables are of particular interest in this study: 
(1) goal orientation; (2) cohesiveness; and (3) esprit. These three 
climate dimensions have been identified as the most powerful indicators 
to explain the overall climate perception of the staff and have been 
linked to high student achievement in a number of studies (Pinckney, 
1982; Willingham, 1990). 
Pinckney (1982) found that "goal orientation, cohesiveness, and 
esprit are interactive phenomena." In a similar vein, Willingham (1991) 
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concluded that "goal orientation, esprit, and cohesiveness are the most 
powerful climate dimensions to explain the overall climate perception of 
support staff." 
Goal orientation 
Bowers and Seashore (1966) examined management and performance 
skills in forty different sales offices of a nationally known company. 
They found that the better sales units were those where managers set high 
expectations and had supported the workers. In a similar vein, Likert 
(1956) observed that: 
The organization should develop groups within the hierarchy that 
could, through interaction, develop objectives and goals to which 
the individual subscribed, while at the same time providing support 
and favorable recognition to individuals who would then 
work effectively toward the achievement of those goals. 
(p. 212) 
Wynne (1981) compared the relationship between goal orientation to 
school effectiveness on the relationship of goal orientation and school 
effectiveness. He studied 140 schools in Chicago. Wynne concluded that 
good schools emphasized goals from which evolved a clear idea of what 
defines good performance by such job categories as counselors, lunchroom 
attendants, security guards, bus drivers, teachers, parents, and 
students. Without stated goals, concluded Wynne, people cannot know what 
is expected of them. 
Esprit 
Guba (1958) defines esprit as "the predisposition on the part of an 
individual to put forth extra effort in the achievement of group goals" 
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(p. 198). In a study conducted in a Chicago suburb consisting of 168 
teachers from eleven schools, Cuba found that the degree of morale 
(high/low) tended to relate to the confidence (or lack of) teachers had 
in the leadership of the school. 
Lonsdale (1964) supported the need for confidence to build morale. 
Morale, according to Lonsdale, is a "measure of effectiveness in role 
enactment, and of congruence between role expectations and need-
dispositions" (p. 198). He further noted these "feelings" are derived 
from a combination of (a) perceived productivity or progress toward the 
achievement of the tasks of the organization, and (b) perceived job 
satisfaction of individual needs through the interaction of the 
participants in his role within the work group and the total 
organization. 
Griffith (1956) validated the need for high esprit for a faculty 
when he wrote, "If it can be shown that groups which achieve their goals 
efficiently exhibit a high degree of cohesiveness, think well of their 
leaders, do not fight among themselves, agree on objectives, have 
confidence in their equipment, and so on, then their manifestation 
represents high morale, but only if a relationship to goal achievement 
can be shown" (p. 93). 
Pinckney (1982) defined esprit as how the teachers needs are being 
met and that they are happy at the same time; it is a sense of 
accomplishment in their jobs. 
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Cohesiveness 
Wynne (1981) defined cohesiveness as "close, mutually satisfying 
relationships within the school faculties where teachers enjoy warm and 
friendly personal relations with others." 
Seashore (1971) studied 228 persons in the private sector to 
determine whether cohesive groups would be more productive. Seashore's 
findings indicated that "productivity was significantly higher within 
cohesive groups, and these groups were less affected by external pressure 
than internal standards. In contrast, less cohesive groups tended to be 
average in productivity and were less internally consistent" (p. 21). 
Additionally, Seashore reported that there is "usually less variability 
in productivity within a highly cohesive group than within a group that 
has low cohesiveness. That is, all members of a highly cohesive group 
seem to work at the same level. In contrast, there may be some members 
of a low cohesive group producing at a high level, and others at a low 
level" (p. 21). 
Litter (1965) attempted to determine the cohesiveness of work crews 
and its relation to productivity. In the study, the work crews selected 
their members in either of two ways: (1) by job expertise; and (2) by 
persons they preferred working with. Litter concluded that groups which 
were chosen by the members of the work crew had significantly higher job 
satisfaction, lower turnover rates, and high productivity. 
Classer (1978), Wynne (1981), and Rutter et al. (1979) examined the 
effects of cohesive work groups in the public schools. Classer noted 
that: 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The overarching purpose of this study was to examine the climate of 
the school as viewed through the eyes of the district-based and school-
based classified staff. The primary purpose of the study was to 
determine if the school's climate is a pervasive concept or if teachers 
and classified staff have a different view of life in the school. The 
study was designed to determine if there were differences in how 
certified and classified staff viewed the school and if the 
perceptions of the school-based classified staff differed by building. 
It was also designed to compare the perceptions of the work unit of 
school-based and classified staff. Finally, the study was conducted to 
examine the influence of selected factors on the perceptions of 
classified staff. 
This chapter describes the procedures and methods that were used to 
gather and analyze the data required for the study. It has been divided 
into three major sections: Background, Instrumentation, and Data 
Collection. The first section, "Background," describes the perspective 
from which the study was conceptualized, the place in which the study was 
conducted, and the population of the study. The second section, 
"Instrumentation," describes the two instruments used to collect data for 
the study. The third section, "Data Collection," provides an overview of 
the methods of data collection, the processes for data analyses, and the 
statistical methods used in the treatment of data. 
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Background of the Study 
This study was conducted as a filament of the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) Project. The School Improvement Model (SIM) research team, 
located in the Professional Studies in Education Division of Iowa State 
University in Ames, Iowa, has conducted field-based research in school 
districts across the country since 1978. Originally funded by the 
Northwest Area Foundation of St. Paul, Minnesota, the SIM Project was 
designed to demonstrate the effect of an articulated system of 
administrator and teacher performance appraisal upon pupil achievement in 
mathematics and reading at the elementary and secondary school levels as 
measured by both norm- and criterion-referenced tests. 
This study was conducted in the Warsaw Community School District in 
Warsaw, Indiana, from 1988-89. The Human Subjects Approval Form that 
authorized the Warsaw SIM Project was also used for authorization of data 
collection for this study. The Iowa State University Committee on the 
Use of Human Subjects in Research had previously reviewed this project 
and concluded that the rights and welfare of the human subjects were 
adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by the potential 
benefits and the expected value of the knowledge sought, that 
confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was 
obtained by appropriate procedures. The Human Subjects Approval form can 
be seen in Appendix A. 
The certified and classified staff of the Warsaw Community schools 
in Warsaw, Indiana, provided data for this study. As a part of the SIM 
project, the certified staff of the Warsaw Community Schools had 
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participated in a climate asseasment conducted by the School Improvement 
Model project during the fall of the 1988-89 school session. During the 
spring of that school session, an end-of-the-year climate assessment was 
also conducted through the SIM project. It was at this juncture that the 
district's administration requested that all other staff be included in 
assessing the overall climate of the district. Two hundred thirty-seven 
classified staff members from eleven schools and the central office 
participated in the study. One hundred ninety-three classified staff 
members were school-based, and forty-four classified staff members were 
district-based. Data were provided from the assessments of two hundred 
fifty-five certified staff members from eleven schools. 
The Warsaw Community Schools span a distance of 169.2 miles, 
comprised of Prairie, Plain, Wayne, Clay, and Labe Townships, and include 
the cities of Claypool, Lushing, Silver Lake, Winona Lake, and Warsaw. 
The district serves nearly 6,000 students in grades K-12, consisting of 
eight elementary, one middle (7-8), one freshman building (9), and one 
senior high school (10-12). For the purpose of the study, the 11 schools 
will be identified as schools A-K. 
The present Warsaw Community High School is located on the shore of 
Lake Winona and has served the system since 1962. This facility was 
slated to become Warsaw's second middle school as a result of Warsaw's 
rapidly growing population. The Adult Basic Education Center provides 
students an opportunity to earn a high school equivalency diploma. 
Preschool preparation for children of GEO students is also available. 
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There are more than 374 teachers and a total of 704 employees in the 
Warsaw Community Schools. 
Figure 1 provides general information on financial data and 
corporation general fund figures for the Warsaw Community Schools. 
Instrumentation 
Two instruments were used in the study: 1) School Improvement 
Inventory (SII); and 2) School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff 
(SII/C). 
School Improvement Inventory (SII) 
The School Improvement Inventory was developed at Iowa State 
University by Dr. Jim Sweeney and Dr. Robert Pinckney. The survey asks 
teachers to consider the importance of six functions (Human Resource 
Management, Instructional Leadership, Learning Environment Management, 
Noninstructional Management, Pupil Personnel, School Community Relations) 
and indicate the order of importance as it appears to their school's 
effectiveness. The teachers also respond to a section of the survey 
which records the current building administrator's effectiveness of each 
function. Climate survey results are reported in the three areas of 
concern: esprit, goal orientation, and cohesiveness. The information is 
grouped by total organization, school building, and various K-12 levels. 
These results assist school organizations as they analyze their schools 
and begin improvement measures. 
During the winter of 1982, the School Improvement Inventory was 
field-tested at Iowa State University using graduate students in 
32 
1988 1988 State Ave. 1989 
General Information 
Elementary School Enrollment (K-6) 
Middle School Enrollment (7-8) 
Freshman High School Enrollment (9-12) 
Special Education Enrollment 
Total School Enrollment 
3,306 
857 
1,677 
117 
5,957 
3,456 
914 
1,639 
103 
6,112 
# of Administrative & Supervisory Employees 
# of Instructional Employees 
# of Classified Employees 
Total Number of Employees 
General Financial Data 
Assessed Valuation $208, 097,930 $214,484,300 
Assessed Valuation Per Pupil $34,933 $29,610 $35,092 
General Fund Tax Rate $2.5000 $2.9400 $2.2622 
Debt Service Fund Tax Rate .6945 .9200 .8820 
Capital Projects Fund Rate .6500 .5800 .3625 
Transportation Fund Rate .5664 .5100 .6230 
Total Tax Rate $4.4109 $4.9500 $4.4893 
General Fund Appropriation Per Pupil $2,563 $2,987 $2,781 
General Fund Local Aid Per Pupil 996 1,057 
General Fund State Aid Per Pupil 1,557 1,724 
Total Local Aid (39%) (38%) $5, 202,448 $5,623,182 
Total State Aid (615) (62%) $8, 128,106 $9,280,058 
Corporation General Fund Budget 
Instruction 
Support Services 
Pupils 
Instruction 
General Administration 
School Administration 
Business/Plant Operation 
Central/Employee Benefits 
Community Services 
Nonprogreunmed Charges 
Total General Fund Budget 
$9,019,110 
382,420 
394,970 
398,050 
976,020 
2,488,450 
1,056,600 
172,700 
321,180 
$15,209,500 
$10,263,440 
337,680 
501,610 
323,000 
1,034,220 
2,651,500 
1,222,340 
175,000 
490,450 
$16,999,240 
Figure 1. General information for Warsaw Community Schools 1988-89 
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educational administration and psychology. Its alpha coefficient was 
.96. The alpha coefficient for the 533 teachers who responded in the 
study was .85. 
Twenty items on the School Improvement Inventory are related to 
school climate. These questions were administered to teachers to 
determine their perceptions of the climate of the school as represented 
by three climate variables: cohesiveneas, esprit, and goal orientation. 
Six questions or statements were designed to examine goal orientation, 
six cohesiveness, and eight were designed to assess the esprit of the 
faculty. 
Respondents were given a question or statement and asked to indicate 
the extent to which this condition existed in their school using an 
eight-point Likert scale. For example, teachers were asked, "What is the 
amount of teamwork in your school?" and responded to the item on the 
scale as shown below. 
Very Very 
little Some Considerable great 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  
The School Improvement Inventory (SII) is included in Appendix B of this 
study. 
School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) 
There were three major purposes for developing the School 
Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C): (1) to include 
perceptions of the classified staff in the district-wide climate survey; 
(2) to integrate perceptions of classified staff into the total climate 
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profile of the school district; and (3) to determine the extent to which 
other factors influence the way classified staff feel about the school. 
The School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) was 
specifically developed for this study by the researcher. It is included 
in Appendix C of this study. The development of this instrument marked 
one of the first known attempts to assess the climate of the school as 
perceived by the classified staff. Dr. Jim Sweeney of Iowa State 
University supervised the development of the School Improvement Inventory 
for Classified Staff (SII/C) and its subsequent format. 
The School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) showed 
high reliability as assessed by a nonlinear regression for forecasting 
trends. Standardized item alpha for all 32 items exceeds reliability 
standards. Therefore, the complete instrument is reliable. A summary of 
the nonlinear regression is included in Appendix D of this study. 
When taken by sections, C-1 (Supervisor Support Behavior), C-2 
(Supervisor Efficiency), C-4 (Cohesiveness), C-5 (Esprit), and C-6 (Goal 
Orientation), alpha also exceeds reliability standards. Section c-3 
(Efficacy of the Classified Staff) is slightly below reliability 
standards. Upon closer examination of C-3 (Efficacy of the Classified 
Staff), the correlation matrix shows Q1:Q11 = .2772, Q1:Q16 = .2396, and 
Q11:Q16 = .3815, indicating the three questions Ql, Qll, and Q16 are not 
highly correlated, partially explaining the lower alpha for C-3. 
The School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) was 
designed to closely parallel the measurement of the three major climate 
factors of cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation as assessed on the 
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School Improvement Inventory (SII). Additionally, the SII/C asseased 
another set of measures that may influence the climate as perceived by 
the classified staff: school board support, student attitudes, teacher 
respect, supervisor support behavior, supervisor efficiency, and efficacy 
of the classified staff. 
Data Collection 
Certified staff were administered the School Improvement Inventory 
(SII) in the fall of 1988 and in the spring of 1989. The classified 
staff were administered the SII/C in April, 1989. A lead staff member 
other than the principal was selected from each school site. Specific 
instructions for administering the inventory were written and explained 
in the information packet developed by the SII project. Participation 
was completely voluntary, and anonymity was guaranteed. A meeting of 
classified staff at each work unit was scheduled. The lead staff member 
emphasized that participation was voluntary and that individual results 
would remain confidential. Following the distribution of inventories and 
answer sheets, the lead staff member reviewed the directions with the 
participants, allowing sufficient time for questions. Upon completion of 
the survey, answer sheets were placed in envelopee and sealed by the 
participants. The lead staff member then placed all sealed envelopes in 
a larger mailer and returned the unit's packet to the central office. 
When all unit packets were received, the central office lead staff member 
forwarded all unopened materials to the Iowa State University School 
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Improvement Model Office in Ames, Iowa. Samples of the informational 
packets sent to the participants are included in Appendix B. 
The researcher reviewed pre- and post-data from the School 
Improvement Inventory (SII) administered in the Warsaw Community Schools 
in conjunction with the Iowa State University SIM project. Additionally, 
data from the School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) 
were compared to the major constructs of the SII. Three key climate 
elements were used for comparison of the climate perceptions of 
classified and certified staff: esprit, goal orientation, and 
cohesiveness. Finally, relationships between the six influence factors 
(school board support, student attitudes, teacher respect, supervisor 
support behavior, supervisor efficiency, and efficacy) and the three 
climate variables were compared. 
Analyses of Data 
After the completed survey instruments were received, the data were 
coded and entered for analysis. Treatment of data was performed by the 
Iowa State University Computer Center using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences (SPSS-X). The level of significance was set at .05. 
The Warsaw Community School District received copies of these reports. 
Samples of the reports submitted to the district are shown in Appendix F. 
Fifteen hypotheses were designed to assess the climate of the school 
district. Differences between the means of assessment of district- and 
school-based views of the cohesiveness, esprit and goal orientation of 
the work unit were tested through the use of t-tests for paired data. 
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T-testa were also utilized to compare the assessment of cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation by the certified staff. Tests for one-way 
analysis of variance and teats for homogeneity were used to test the null 
hypotheses that there would be no significant differences in the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the six job categories of 
all classified staff. Additionally, the one-way analysis of variance 
procedure was utilized to test the null hypotheses that there would be no 
significant differences in cohesiveneaa, eaprit, and goal orientation for 
classified staff in each of the eleven schools. Pearson correlation 
coefficients were calculated using the stepwise multiple regression 
statistic to determine the relationships between the three climate 
variablea and aix other factora that may influence the school-based 
classified staff's view of the school. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
The overarching purpose of this study was to examine the climate of 
the school as viewed through the eyes of the district-based and school-
based classified staff. The primary purpose of the study was to 
determine if the school's climate is a pervasive concept or if teachers 
and classified staff have a different view of life in the school. The 
study was designed to determine if there were differences in how 
certified and classified staff viewed the school and if the perceptions 
of the school-based classified staff differed by building. It was also 
designed to compare the perceptions of the work unit of school-based and 
classified staff. Finally, the study was conducted to examine the 
influence of selected factors on the perceptions of classified staff. 
The classified staff of the Warsaw Community Schools in Warsaw, 
Indiana, was the population for the study. Two hundred thirty-seven 
school-based and district-based classified staff members participated in 
the study. Job categories of the school-based classified staff included 
custodial, food service, and secretarial/clerical aide. Job categories 
of the district-based classified staff included bus drivers, 
secretarial/clerical, and maintenance workers. 
As part of the School Improvement Model project (SIM), additional 
data for the study were provided by two hundred fifty-five certified 
staff from the district's eleven schools. The certified staff included 
all professional personnel, excluding the administrators, in each of the 
eleven schools. 
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The responses of the participants were derived from two data 
sources. The data source for the certified staff was the School 
Improvement Inventory (SII). It was developed for an earlier study at 
Iowa State University by Dr. Jim Sweeney and Dr. Robert Pinckney. The 
second data source, developed specifically for this study by the 
researcher, was the School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff 
(SII/C). 
The chapter consists of two major sections. The first section 
presents descriptive data including measures of central tendency and 
variability. General descriptive statistics include: (1) the means and 
standard deviations for cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation by 
job category for the school-based and district-based classified staff; 
(2) the means and standard deviations for cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation for classified and certified staff in each of the 
eleven schools; and (3) the means and standard deviations by job 
categories for six other factors that influence climate: supervisor 
support behavior, supervisor efficiency, efficacy, cohesiveness, esprit, 
goal orientation, school board support, student attitudes, and teacher 
respect. 
The second section of the chapter provides inferential statistics 
from the testing of fifteen hypotheses. Differences between the means of 
the assessment of district- and school-based views of the cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation of the work unit were tested through the use 
of t-tests for paired data. T-tests were also utilized to compare the 
assessment of cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation by the certified 
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of the six influence factors: supervisor support behavior, supervisor 
efficiency, efficacy, cohesiveness, esprit, goal orientation, school 
board support, student attitudes, and teacher respect. The information 
will be presented in two parts: (1) descriptive data for the certified 
staff, and (2) descriptive data for the classified staff. 
Descriptive data for the certified staff 
This section will provide information regarding the certified 
staff's responses to the SII for the three climate factors of 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation. Data will be presented as 
follows: 1) aggregate data for the certified staff's ratings of 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation for the district, and 2) 
descriptive data for the means and standard deviations for each of the 
eleven schools. 
Data for the certified staff were derived from an earlier study 
(1988) using the School Improvement Inventory (SII). Two hundred fifty-
five certified staff members responded to twenty items on the SII 
questionnaire related to school climate. Six of the statements were 
designed to examine goal orientation, six were designed to examine 
cohesiveness, and eight questions were designed to examine the esprit of 
the faculty. 
Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations reflecting the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation for the two hundred fifty-five 
teachers who responded to the eight-point scale survey. 
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Table 1. Composite means and standard deviations for certified staff 
for cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation for each 
school* 
schools Climate n Mean S.D. 
A-K Cohesiveness 255 5.54 0.68 
A-K Esprit 255 6.17 1.24 
A-K Goal orientation 255 6.01 1.07 
*Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
The esprit of the certified staff was relatively high (6.17). The 
cohesiveness of the certified staff was 5.54, and their goal orientation 
was 6.01. 
The school is the appropriate unit of analysis. Table 2 shows the 
means and standard deviations reflecting cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation of the schools as viewed by the certified staff in each of 
the eleven schools. Table 2 shows that the cohesiveness of the faculty 
in the eleven schools ranged from a high of 6.70 in School G to a low of 
4.25 in School K. Teachers in School I reported the next lowest 
cohesiveness (4.82). Esprit in each of the eleven schools was most 
positive in School G (6.92) and least positive in School K (5.49). 
Additionally, Schools I and J had the next lowest esprit (5.89 and 5.49 
respectively). The goal orientation of each of the eleven schools ranged 
from a high of 6.60 in School A to a low of 5.37 in School J. 
Additionally, the certified staff in Schools I (5.41), J (5.37), and K 
(5.38) were less goal oriented than the certified staff in Schools A 
(6.670), and B (6.12). 
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Table 2. General descriptive statistics of the means and standard 
deviations of certified staff for cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation for each school 
Certified staff 
School n Mean S.D. 
Cohesiveness 
A 10 6.42 0.68 
B 11 6.54 1.24 
C 25 5.50 1.07 
D 26 6.44 0.77 
E 28 5.86 1.04 
F 23 5.56 1.02 
G 12 6.70 0.76 
H 33 5.61 1.05 
I 31 4.82 1.25 
J 16 5.05 0.83 
K 35 4.25 1.22 
Grand total 255 5.54 1.28 
Esprit 
A 10 6.80 0.54 
B 11 6.34 1.33 
C 25 6.03 0.97 
D 26 6.60 0.87 
E 28 6.34 0.97 
F 23 6.08 0.90 
G 12 6.92 0.64 
H 33 6.47 0.81 
I 57 5.84 0.80 
J 16 5.89 0.71 
K 35 5.49 0.99 
Grand total 276 6.25 0.87 
^Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
44 
Table 2. (Continued) 
Certified staff 
School n Mean S.D. 
Goal Orientation 
A 10 6.60 0.53 
B 11 6.12 ^ 0.74 
C 25 6.13 0.81 
D 26 6.47 0.61 
E 28 6.16 0.89 
F 23 6.25 1.05 
G 12 6.57 0.67 
H 33 6.27 0.96 
I 57 5.41 0.84 
J 16 5.37 0.79 
K 35 5.38 0.86 
Grand total 276 6.07 8.79 
Descriptive data for classified staff 
This section provides information regarding the school-based and 
district-based classified staff's responses to the School Improvement 
Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) for the three climate factors of 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation and the six influence factors: 
supervisor support behavior, supervisor efficiency, efficacy, 
cohesiveness, esprit, goal orientation, school board support, student 
attitudes, and teacher respect. Data will be presented as follows: 
(1) aggregate data for the classified staff's ratings of cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation for the district; (2) aggregate data for the 
classified staff's ratings of the six influence factors: supervisor 
45 
support behavior, supervisor efficiency, efficacy, cohesiveness, esprit, 
goal orientation, school board support, student attitudes, and teacher 
respect; (3) the aggregate means and standard deviations for district-
based and school-based classified staff for the three climate factors and 
the six influence factors; (4) the means and standard deviations for the 
three climate factors and six influence factors for school-based 
classified staff in each of the eleven schools; and (5) the means and 
standard deviations for the three climate factors and the six influence 
factors by job categories. 
Data for the classified staff were derived from the School 
Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C). This inventory was 
specifically developed by the researcher for this study using a scale 
from one to eight, with one being very low and eight being very high, the 
inventory closely paralleled the School Improvement Inventory (SII). It 
measured cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation. Additionally, the 
SII/C assessed the influence of six other "climate" influence factors: 
supervisor support behavior, supervisor efficiency, efficacy, 
cohesiveness, esprit, goal orientation, school board support, student 
attitudes, and teacher respect. A description of the three climate 
factors and the six climate influence factors that are measured on the 
SII/C and their corresponding item numbers from the SII/C questionnaire 
is shown in Figure 2. 
Table 3 provides the means and standard deviations that reflect the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the eleven schools as 
reported by the school-based classified staff. Goal orientation for all 
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Table 3. Composite of means and standard deviations for the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the school-
based classified staff 
Variable n Mean S.D. 
Cohesiveness 193 6.03 1.27 
Esprit 193 5.83 1.39 
Goal orientation 193 6.56 1.11 
^Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
classified staff was most positive (6.56) , while esprit was least 
positive (5.83). The cohesiveness of the classified staff was relatively 
high (6.03). 
A composite of the means and standard deviations for the six 
influence factors is shown in Table 4. Classified staff reported a 
strong sense of efficacy (6.46) and a relatively high rating for 
supervisor support (6.05). On the other hand, the classified staff 
Table 4. Composite of means and standard deviations on influence 
factors for school-based classified staff 
Variable n Mean S.D. 
School board support 193 4.31 2.12 
Teacher respect 193 5.47 1.75 
Supervisor efficiency 193 6.00 1.45 
Efficacy 193 6.46 1.16 
Student attitudes 193 4.82 1.56 
Supervisor support behavior 193 6.05 1.60 
S^cale; 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
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reported a less positive rating for school board support (4.31) and 
student attitudes (4.82). Their assessments of teacher respect and 
superior efficiency (5.47 and 6.00, respectively) were positive. 
The next section describes the ratings reported by school-based 
classified staff for the three climate factors, as well as the ratings 
reported for the six influence factors by school-based classified staff 
in each of the eleven schools. The means and standard deviations for the 
school-based classified staff for cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation for each of the eleven schools are shown in Table 5. 
Cohesiveness in each of the schools was most positive in School 6 (7.19) 
and least positive in School K (5.44). Esprit was strongest in School B 
(6.62) and weakest in School J (4.98). Goal orientation of school-based 
classified staff was reported high in Schools F and G (7.15 each) and low 
in School K (5.92). Goal orientation in the other schools ranged from 
6.92 to 6.29. 
The following section provides descriptive information on the 
aggregate perceptions of the district-based and school-based classified 
staff regarding the three climate factors and the six influence factors. 
Table 6 shows the aggregate means and standard deviations for the 
three climate factors for the district-based and school-based classified 
staff. The school-based classified staff reported a slightly higher 
cohesiveness (6.03) than the district-based classified staff (5.98). 
Little differences were noted between the esprit of the district-based 
classified staff (5.86) and school-based classified staff (5.83). 
Likewise, both district-based and school-based classified staff reported 
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Table 5. Summary of the means and standard deviations for school-based 
classified staff on assessment of cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation for each school 
Classified staff 
School n Mean S.D. 
Cohesiveness 
A 4 5.94 1.14 
B 8 6.88 0.78 
C 11 6.34 1.27 
D 19 5.54 1.26 
E 25 6.10 1.05 
F 21 6.44 1.18 
G 8 7.19 0.70 
H 21 6.10 1.35 
I 19 5.78 1.34 
J 17 6.07 1.03 
K 34 5.44 1.47 
Total 193 6.03 1.27 
Esprit 
A 4 6.50 0.58 
B 8 6.62 1.15 
C 11 6.39 1.35 
D 19 5.82 1.72 
E 25 6.25 0.89 
F 21 6.16 1.09 
G 8 6.62 0.95 
H 21 6.03 1.39 
I 19 5.35 1.12 
J 17 4.98 1.64 
K 34 5.08 1.45 
Total 193 5.83 1.39 
^Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
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Table 5. (Continued) 
Certified staff 
School n Mean S.D. 
Goal Orientation 
A 4 6.50 0.38 
B 8 7.02 0.65 
C 11 6.62 1.48 
D 19 6.39 0.86 
E 25 6.92 0.65 
F 21 7.15 0.92 
G 8 7.15 0.57 
H 21 6.62 0.98 
I 19 
CM VO 
1.38 
J 17 6.29 1.14 
K 34 5.92 1.37 
Total 193 5.56 1.11 
Table 6. Means and standard deviations for cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation of district-based and school-based classified 
staff* 
Variable Group N Mean S.D. 
Cohesiveness District-based 60 5.98 1.09 
School-based 193 6.03 1.27 
Esprit District-based 61 5.86 1.20 
School-based 193 5.83 1.39 
Goal District-based 60 6.54 0.94 
orientation School-based 193 6.56 1.11 
^Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
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a relatively high level of goal orientation (6.54 and 6.56, 
respectively). 
Table 7 shows the means and standard deviations for the six 
influence factors for the classified staff by district-based and school-
based classified staff. There was very little difference between the 
district-based (6.12) and school-based (6.00) classified staff's 
perceptions of their supervisor's support behavior and his or her 
efficiency. On the other hand, the sense of efficacy of the school-
based classified staff was higher (6.46) than that of the district-
based classified staff (6.09). Both school-based and district-based 
classified staff (4.31 and 4.76, respectively) rated school board 
support low. Both groups also indicated that the general attitudes 
Table 7. Means and standard deviations for influence factors for 
district-based and school-based classified staff 
Influence factors Group N Mean S.D. 
School board support District-based 60 4.76 1.80 
School-based 193 4.31 2.12 
Teacher respect District-based 60 5.47 1.75 
School-based 193 4.43 1.84 
Supervisor efficiency District-based 60 6.46 1.14 
School-based 193 6.01 1.45 
Efficacy District-based 60 6.09 1.18 
School-based 193 6.46 1.16 
Student attitudes District-based 60 4.58 1.51 
School-based 193 4.82 1.56 
Supervisor support behavior District-based 60 6.05 1.60 
School-based 193 6.38 1.35 
*Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
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of students were not very positive (4.82 and 4.58). The greatest 
difference between the two groups is related to their perception of 
teacher respect. The school-based classified staff felt more 
respected by teachers (5.47) than did the district-based classified 
staff (4.39). 
The next section provides descriptive information on the three 
climate factors and the six influence factors by job categories. Table 8 
shows the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the work units by 
job categories for school-based and district-based classified staff. The 
cohesiveness in the work units was highest for maintenance workers (6.92) 
to lowest for custodians (5.44). The cohesiveness of bus drivers was the 
Table 8. Means and standard deviations for cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation by job category for school-based and district-
based classified staff 
Cohesiveness Esprit Goal orientation 
N Mean S.O. n Mean S. 0. n Mean S.D. 
School-based: 
Custodial 32 5.44 1.74 32 4.91 1. 59 32 5.69 1.51 
Food service 52 6.06 1.22 52 5.51 1. 35 52 6.49 1.07 
Sec./clerical 93 6.22 1.09 92 6.30 1. 14 93 6.90 0.78 
Other 16 6.58 1.15 16 5.98 1. 35 16 6.58 0.85 
Sub-total 193 6.03 1.27 5.83 1. 39 6.56 1.11 
District-based: 
Bus driver 29 5.47 1.18 29 5.99 1. 31 29 6.24 1.01 
Maintenance 9 6.92 0.45 10 5.73 1. 27 10 7.11 0.63 
Sec./clerical 22 6.28 0.75 22 5.74 1. 06 22 6.70 0.79 
Sub-total 60 6.22 0.80 61 5.82 1. 21 61 6.68 0.81 
Grand total 253 6.02 1.23 254 5.84 5. 84 254 6.56 1.07 
R^ating scale: 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
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next lowest (5.45). Both school-based and district-based secretaries 
(6.21 and 6.28, respectively) reported a positive climate. Secretaries 
reported the highest level of esprit (6.30), while custodians had the 
lowest level of esprit (4.90). Esprit among food service workers was 
relatively low (5.51). 
Table 9 provides data which describes the means and standard 
deviations for the six influence factors by job categories. A strong 
sense of efficacy (6.02) was reported by custodians. However, a major 
difference was noted between their sense of efficacy and their less than 
positive view of how the school board appreciated them (3.75). While 
custodians reported they received considerable respect from teachers 
(5.44), they indicated only "fair" the general attitudes of students 
(4.45). Additionally, custodians indicated their supervisors' support 
behavior (4.97) and their supervisors' efficiency (4.84) were fair. It 
is important to note that custodians were less positive for three of the 
six influence factors: school board support, supervisor's efficiency, 
and supervisor support behavior. A sense of efficacy was the highest 
climate influence reported by food service workers (6.36). The influence 
of school board support was the least favorable among food service 
workers (4.19). They reported ratings of supervisor support behaviors as 
5.81 and his/her supervisor efficiency as 5.59. Food service workers 
indicated some respect from teachers (4.49) and felt that the general 
attitude of students was fair (4.95). School-based secretaries 
reported a considerably high sense of efficacy (6.70). They also 
reported supervisor behavior was considerably high (6.59). On the 
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Table 9. Composite of means and standard deviations for influence 
factors: supervisor support behavior, supervisor efficiency, 
efficacy, school board support, teacher respect, student 
attitude for the school-based and district-based classified 
staff^ 
School board Teacher Supervisor 
n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. 
School-based 
Custodial 32 3.75 2.44 32 5.44 1.76 32 4.84 1.89 
Food service 52 4.19 1.96 52 4.69 1.81 52 5.81 1.36 
Sec./clerical 93 4.53 2.07 93 6.00 1.45 93 6.44 1.13 
Other 16 4.64 2.17 16 4.94 2.24 16 6.48 0.97 
Sub-total 193 4.31 2.12 193 5.47 1.75 193 6.01 1.45 
District 
Bus driver 29 5.17 1.87 29 4.66 1.78 29 6.64 1.24 
Maintenance 9 4.50 0.76 9 4.33 2.69 9 6.43 1.33 
Sec./clerical 22 4.32 1.89 22 4.18 1.53 22 6.31 0.93 
Sub-total 60 4.76 1.79 60 4.43 1.83 60 6.46 1.14 
Grand total 253 4.42 2.05 253 5.22 1.83 253 6.12 1.34 
Student Supervisor 
Efficacy attitude support behavior 
n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. n Mean S.D. 
School-based 
Custodial 32 6.02 1.49 32 4.56 1.98 32 4.95 1.95 
Food service 52 6.36 1.18 52 4.67 1.64 52 5.59 1.58 
Sec./clerical 93 6.70 0.93 93 4.95 1.34 93 6.59 1.24 
Other 16 6.31 1.40 16 5.13 1.15 16 6.58 1.15 
Sub-total 193 6.46 1.16 193 4.82 1.55 193 6.05 1.60 
District 
Bus driver 29 5.74 1.32 29 4.57 1.43 29 6.40 1.45 
Maintenance 9 6.44 0.82 9 4.33 2.35 9 6.75 1.39 
Sec./clerical 22 6.42 0.99 22 4.70 1.21 22 6.21 1.21 
Sub-total 60 6.09 1.18 60 4.58 1.51 60 6.38 1.35 
Grand total 253 6.38 1.17 253 4.77 1.55 253 6.13 1.55 
*Scale: 1 = very low; 8 = very high. 
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other hand, school-based secretaries indicated they received fairly low 
support from the school board (4.53). Additionally, school-based 
secretaries viewed the general attitudes of students as "fair" (4.95). 
The extent to which school-based secretaries felt respected by teachers, 
and their perceptions of supervisor efficiency was somewhat high (6.00). 
Bus drivers viewed their supervisors' efficiency and their supervisors' 
support behavior as the most positive climate influence factors (6.64 and 
6.40, respectively). Conversely, bus drivers were less positive 
regarding the general attitudes of students (4.57) and respect from 
teachers (4.66). Surprisingly, bus drivers were the only group of 
classified staff that rated school board support as high as 5.17. 
Maintenance workers reported supervisor support behavior (6.75) as most 
positive. Additionally, they indicated a high sense of efficacy (6.44). 
Table 9 shows that there is very little difference between the 
maintenance workers ratings for teacher respect (4.33), student attitudes 
(4.33), and school board support (4.50). District-based secretarial/ 
clerical classified staff indicated a high sense of efficacy (6.42). 
Additionally, they rated supervisor efficiency (6.31) and supervisor 
support behavior (6.21) considerably high. On the other hand, the 
district-based secretarial/clerical classified staff indicated teacher 
respect (4.18), school board support (4.32), and student attitudes (4.70) 
were less positive. 
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Hypotheses Testing 
Fifteen hypotheses were formulated to examine the perceptions of the 
classified staff as it relates to cohesiveness, esprit and goal 
orientation. Stated in the null form, the hypotheses are as 
follows: 
1. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the cohesiveness 
of their work unit. 
2. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the esprit of 
their work unit. 
3. There is no significant difference between district-based and 
school-based classified staff's assessment of the goal 
orientation of their work unit. 
4. There is no significant difference in the cohesiveness of the 
five types of job categories. 
5. There is no significant difference in the esprit of the five 
types of job categories. 
6. There is no significant difference in the goal orientation of 
the five types of job categories. 
7. There is no significant difference in the cohesiveness of the 
school-based classified staff among the eleven schools. 
8. There is no significant difference in the esprit of the school-
based classified staff among the eleven schools. 
9. There is no significant difference in the goal orientation of 
the school-based classified staff among the eleven schools. 
10. There is no significant difference in the assessment of the 
cohesiveness of the school-based classified staff and the 
cohesiveness of the certified staff in each of the eleven 
schools. 
11. There is no significant difference in the assessment of the 
esprit of the school-based classified staff and the cohesiveness 
of the certified staff in each of the eleven schools. 
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12. There is no significant difference in the assessment of the goal 
orientation of the school-based classified staff and the 
cohesiveness of the certified staff in each of the eleven 
schools. 
13. There is no significant relationship between school board 
support, student attitudes, teacher respect, supervisor support 
behavior, supervisor efficacy, efficacy of classified staff and 
cohesiveness of the classified staff. 
14. There is no significant relationship between school board 
support, student attitudes, teacher respect, supervisor support 
behavior, supervisor efficacy, efficacy of classified staff and 
the esprit of the classified staff. 
15. There is no significant relationship between school board 
support, student attitudes, teacher respect, supervisor support 
behavior, supervisor efficacy, efficacy of classified staff and 
the goal orientation of the classified staff. 
Hypotheses were tested for significance at the .05 level. The 
hypotheses were tested and divided into five groups which corresponded to 
the questions posed by the study. 
Question 1. Is the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation 
of the district-based classified staff different 
from that of the school-based classified staff? 
Hypotheses 1-3 were designed to determine whether there were 
significant differences in the school-based and district-based classified 
staffs' assessment of the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of 
the work unit. The data were analyzed using a t-test to determine if 
there were significant differences between the perceptions of district-
based and school-based classified staff. Findings related to Hypotheses 
1-3 are presented in Table 10. Table 10 presents an analysis of the 
comparisons of the assessments of district-based and school-based 
classified staff on their perceptions of cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
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Table 10. Means and standard deviations of cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation of district-based and school-based classified 
staff* 
Difference 
Variable Group N Mean S.D. in means 
Cohesiveness District-based 60 5.98 1.09 
School-based 193 6.03 1.26 
-0.04 
Esprit District-based 61 5.86 1.20 
School-based 193 5.83 1.39 
0.03 
Goal 
orientation 
District-based 60 6.54 0.94 
School-based 193 6.56 1.11 
—0.02 
Cohesiveness 
Esprit 
Goal orientation 
t = 0.24 
t = 1.21 
t = 1.20 
p = .48 
p = .25 
p = .23 
df = 25 
df = 25 
df = 25 
Scale = 1 (very low) to 8 (very high). 
orientation. Table 10 shows there are no significant differences in 
cohesiveness (t=0.24, p=.48), esprit (t=1.21, p=.25). 
Hypothesis 1 There is no significant difference between district-
based and school-based classified staff's assessment 
of the cohesiveness of their work unit. 
Table 10 shows there are no significant differences in the 
cohesiveness (t=0.24, p=.48) of school-based and district-based 
classified staff. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 failed to be rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 There is no significant difference between district-
based and school-based classified staff's assessment 
of the esprit of their work unit. 
Table 10 shows there are no significant differences in the esprit of 
school-based and district-based classified staff (t=1.21, p=.25). 
Hypothesis 2 failed to be rejected based on this analysis. 
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Hypothesis 3 There is no significant difference between district-
based and school-based classified staff's assessment 
of the goal orientation of their work unit. 
Table 10 shows there are no significant differences in the goal 
orientation of school-based and district-based classified staff (t=1.20, 
p=.23). Hypothesis 3 failed to be rejected. 
Question 2: What is the climate of the school as perceived 
by school-based classified staff broken down by 
job categories? 
Hypotheses 4, 5 and 6 were designed to determine whether there is a 
significant difference between cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation 
as they relate to the five job categories. The five job categories were: 
bus driver, custodian, maintenance, food service, and 
secretarial/clerical aide. 
One-way analysis of variance, tests for homogeneity were run for 
hypotheses 4, 5 and 6 to examine the differences in cohesiveness, esprit, 
and goal orientation. If significant differences were found, the Scheffe 
procedure was used to determine the strength of the significance between 
the job categories. 
Hypothesis 4 There is no significant difference in the 
cohesiveness of the five types of categories. 
Table 11 shows that there were significant differences in 
cohesiveness. While it appears that there may be a significant variance 
in the cohesiveness of maintenance (6.92) and custodians (5.44), the 
Scheffe test did not indicate which groups were significantly different. 
Nevertheless, the null hypothesis is rejected based on the critical value 
of F = (.00). 
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Table 11. One-way analyeis of variance: Cohesiveness by job categories 
Job category n Mean S.D. 
1. Bus driver 29 5.47 1.18 
2. Custodian/school 32 5.44 1.74 
3. Maintenance 9 6.92 0.45 
4. Food service 52 6.06 1.22 
5. Secretarial/school 93 6.22 1.09 
6. Secretarial/district 22 6.28 0.75 
7. Other 16 5.97 1.01 
Total 253 5.84 1.23 
Analysis of variance 
Sum of Mean F- F-
Source D.F. squares squares ratio prob. 
Between groups 6 32.33 5.39 3.82** .00 
Within groups 246 347.13 1.41 
Total 252 379.46 
««Significant at the .01 level. 
Hypothesis 5^  There is no significant difference in the 
esprit of the five types of job categories. 
Table 12 shows significant differences between the esprit among 
custodians and school-based secretaries at the p = 0.05 level of 
significance. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
Hypothesis 6 There is no significant difference in the goal 
orientation of the five types of job categories. 
Table 13 shows significant differences in the goal orientation of 
district- and school-based secretaries (6.70 and 6.90, respectively), and 
maintenance workers (7.11) when contrasted with the goal orientation of 
custodians (5.69). Hypothesis 6 was rejected. 
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Table 12. One-way analysis of variance: Esprit by job categories 
Job category n Mean S.D. 
1. Bus driver 29 5.99 1.31 
2. Custodian/school 32 4.91 1.59 
3. Maintenance 10 5.73 1.26 
4. Food service 52 5.51 1.35 
5. Secretarial/school 93 6.30 1.14 
6. Secretarial/district 22 5.74 1.06 
7. Other 16 5.98 1.35 
Total 254 5.84 1.35 
Analysis of variance 
Sum of Mean F- F-
Source D.F. squares stjuares ratio prob. 
Between groups 6 54.62 9.10 5.54** .0000 
Within groups 247 405.52 1.64 
Total 253 460.14 
**Signifleant at the .01 level. 
Scheffe procedure, ranges for the 0.05 level 
Group 
Mean Group 
4.91 2. Custodians 
5.51 4. Food service 
5.73 3. Maintenance 
5.72 6. Secretarial/district 
5.98 7. Other 
5.99 1. Bus driver 
6.30 5. Secretarial/school 
S^ignificant difference between group 2 and group 5. 
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Table 13. One-way analysis of variance: Goal orientation by job 
categories 
Job category n Mean S.O. 
1. Bus driver 29 6.24 1.03 
2. Custodian/school 32 5.69 1.58 
3. Maintenance 9 7.11 0.63 
4. Food service 52 6.49 1.06 
5. Secretarial/school 93 6.89 0.78 
6. Secretarial/district 22 6.70 0.79 
7. Other 16 6.58 0.85 
Total 253 6.55 1.07 
Analysis of variance 
Sum of Mean F- F-
Source D.F. squares squares ratio prob. 
Between groups 6 41.09 6.85 6.81** .00 
Within groups 246 247.27 1.01 
Total 252 288.36 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
Scheffe procedure, ranges for the 0.05 level 
5.06 5.06 5.06 5.06 5.06 5.06 
Group 
Group 2 1 4 7 6 5 3 
2. Custodians 
1. Bus drivers 
4. Food service 
7. Other 
6. Secretarial/district * 
5. Secretarial/school * 
3. Maintenance * 
Contrasts Mean 
5.69 
6.24 
6.49 
6.58 
6.70 
6.90 
7.11 
*Significant difference between groups at p = 0.05. 
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Question 3: Is there a significant difference in cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation of the classified 
staff among the eleven schools? 
Hypotheses 7, 8 and 9 were designed to examine the cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation of the school-based classified staff among 
the eleven schools. A one-way analysis of variance, test for homogeneity 
was run to determine the differences in cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation among the schools. 
Hypothesis 7 There is no significant difference in the 
cohesiveness of the school-based classified 
staff among the eleven schools. 
The results of Hypothesis 7 are found in Table 14. The data from 
Table 14 indicate that there were significant differences in the 
cohesiveness of classified staff among schools. The F-ratio of 2.55 was 
significant (p = .01). Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 8 There is no significant difference in the 
esprit of the school-based classified staff 
among the eleven schools. 
The results from Hypothesis 8 are found in Table 15. The data from 
Table 15 indicate that there are significant differences in the level of 
esprit of the classified staff among the schools at the .01 level of 
significance. The F-ratio of 3.38 was significant at p = .000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 9 There is no significant difference in the goal 
orientation of the school-based classified staff 
among the eleven schools. 
The data from Table 16 indicate that there are significant 
differences in the goal orientation of classified staff among schools at 
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Table 15. One-way analysis of variance: Esprit of classified staff 
among schools 
Classified staff 
School n Mean S.O. 
A 4 6.50 0.58 
B 8 6.62 1.15 
C 11 6.39 1.35 
D 19 5.82 1.72 
E 25 6.25 0.89 
F 21 6.16 1.09 
6 8 6.62 0.95 
H 21 6.03 1.39 
I 19 5.35 1.12 
J 17 4.98 1.64 
K 34 5.08 1.45 
Total 193 5.83 1.39 
Sum of Mean F- F-
Source DF squares squares ratio prob. 
Between groups 10 58.43 5.84 3.38** .00 
Within groups 176 304.08 1.73 
Total 186 362.51 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 16. One-way analysis of variance: Goal orientation of 
classified staff among schools 
Classified staff 
School n Mean S.D. 
A 4 6.50 0.38 
B 8 7.02 0.65 
C 11 6.62 1.48 
D 19 6.39 0.86 
B 25 6.92 0.65 
F 21 7.15 0.92 
G 8 7.15 0.57 
H 21 6.62 0.98 
I 19 6.42 1.38 
J 17 6.29 1.14 
K 34 5.92 1.37 
Total 193 5.56 1.11 
Sum of Mean F- F-
Source DF squares squares ratio prob. 
Between groups 10 31.27 3.13 2.70** .00 
Within groups 176 203.92 1.16 
Total 186 235.19 
••Significant at the .01 level. 
the .01 level of significance. The F-ratio of 2.70 was significant at 
p = .00. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Question 4: Do classified staff and certified staff in each 
of the eleven schools perceive climate differently? 
Hypotheses 10, 11, and 12 were designed to determine if there were 
differences in the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the 
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certified and classified staff. The t-test pairs procedure was used to 
determine that the two groups viewed the school differently. 
Table 17 shows the comparisons of certified and classified staff in 
each of the eleven schools. 
Hypothesis 10 There is no significant difference in the 
assessment of the cohesiveness of the school-
based classified staff and the cohesiveness of 
the certified staff in each of the eleven schools. 
Table 17 indicates that classified staff in five of the eleven 
schools (C, F, I, J, and K) were significantly more cohesive than the 
certified staff. Hypothesis 10 was rejected. 
Hypothesis 11 There is no significant difference in the 
assessment of the esprit of the school-based 
classified staff and the cohesiveness of the 
certified staff in each of the eleven schools. 
Table 17 indicates that the level of esprit in schools D, I, and J 
is significantly different from the esprit of the certified. Because 
significant differences were indicated in only three schools, the 
hypothesis failed to be rejected. 
Hypothesis 12 There is no significant difference in the 
assessment of the goal orientation of the school-
based classified staff and the cohesiveness of the 
certified staff in each of the eleven schools. 
Table 17 revealed some surprising findings. The goal orientation of 
classified staff in eight schools (B, D, E, F, G, I, J, and K) was 
significantly higher than the goal orientation of the certified staff. 
Hypothesis 12 was rejected. 
Given that the appropriate unit of analysis for measuring climate is 
the school and the small N (11), it was not possible to statistically 
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Table 17. Comparisona of certified and classified staff in each of the 
eleven schools 
Cohesiveness 
rhool 
Classified staff Certified staff 
t-value n Mean n Mean Diff. in X 
A 4 5.94 10 6.42 -0.48 0.99 
B 8 6.88 11 6.54 0.34 0.68 
C 11 6.34 25 5.50 0.84 2.05* 
D 19 5.54 26 6.44 -0.90 2.76 
E 25 6.10 28 5.86 0.24 0.83 
F 21 6.44 23 5.56 0.54 2.62* 
G 8 7.19 12 6.70 0.49 1.46 
H 21 6.10 33 5.61 0.49 1.49 
I 19 5.78 31 4.82 0.96 2.55* 
J 17 6.07 16 5.05 1.02 3.12* 
K 34 5.44 35 4.25 1.19 3.66* 
Esprit 
Classified staff Certified staff 
School n Mean n Mean Diff. in X t-value 
A 4 6.50 10 6.80 -0.30 0.91 
B 8 6.62 11 6.34 0.28 0.48 
C 11 6.39 25 6.03 0.36 0.91 
D 19 5.82 26 6.60 -0.78 1.99* 
E 25 6.25 28 6.34 -0.09 0.35 
F 21 6.16 23 6.08 0.08 0.27 
G 8 6.62 12 6.92 0.30 0.85 
H 21 6.03 33 6.47 -0.44 1.32 
I 19 5.35 31 5.84 -0.49 1.80* 
J 17 4.98 16 5.89 -0.91 2.04* 
K 34 5.08 35 5.49 -0.41 1.38 
•Significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 17. (Continued) 
Goal orientation 
School 
Classified staff Certified staff 
t-value n Mean n Mean Diff. in X 
A 4 6.50 10 6.60 -0.10 0.34 
B 8 7.02 11 6.12 0.90 2.74* 
C 11 6.62 25 6.13 -0.49 1.29 
D 19 6.39 26 6.47 -0.08 0.37* 
E 25 6.92 28 6.16 0.76 3.58* 
F 21 7.15 23 6.25 0.90 3.01* 
6 8 7.15 12 6.57 0.58 2.01* 
H 21 6.62 33 6.27 0.35 1.29 
I 19 6.42 31 5.41 1.01 3.23* 
J 17 6.29 16 5.37 0.92 2.70* 
K 34 5.92 35 5.38 0.54 1.97* 
measure and report the relationship between faculty and classified 
perceptions of the climate measures. Table G-1 that appears in Appendix 
G does provide some strong evidence that there is such a relationship. 
For example, of the eleven schools, schools J and K both classified and 
certified staff reported the least positive goal orientation. In schools 
F and G, however, the goal orientation of certified and classified staff 
was at the very top among the eleven schools. This was even more 
pronounced when considering esprit. Schools I, J, and K had the least 
positive esprit among the eleven schools in the eyes of both classified 
and certified staff. Schools A, B, and F were in the top five of both 
classified and certified staff. Findings for cohesiveness were similar. 
Question 5: What factors contribute most significantly to 
the cohesiveness, esprit and goal orientation 
of school-based classified staff? 
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Hypotheses 13, 14, and 15 were designed to determine if other 
climate influence factors (i.e., school-based support, student attitudes, 
teacher respect, supervisor support behavior, supervisor efficiency, and 
efficacy of the classified staff were significantly related to the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the classified staff. 
Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated using the stepwise 
multiple regression statistic to determine the significant relationships. 
Hypothesis 13 There is no significant relationship between 
school-based support, student attitudes, teacher 
respect, supervisor support behavior, supervisor 
efficacy, efficacy of classified staff and the 
cohesiveness of the classified staff. 
Table 18 presents a correlation matrix for the nine climate factors 
examined in the study. Significant relationships are reported in order 
of the strength of the correlation as follows: 
1. School board support is significantly related to cohesiveness 
(.90), esprit (.79) and goal orientation (.75). 
2. Goal orientation is significantly related to cohesiveness (.69) 
and esprit (.85). 
3. Cohesiveness is significantly related to esprit (.78). 
4. Student attitude is significantly related to cohesiveness (.73). 
5. Supervisor efficiency is significantly related to cohesiveness 
(.68). 
Table 19 shows the regression between between the nine climate 
variables. The stepwise multiple regression statistic was used to 
explain these relationships. Hypothesis 13 was rejected due to the 
significant variance between the two groups (F = 11.92, p < .01, 
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Table 19. Multiple regression table for stepwise multiple regression of 
climate variables 
Cohesive- Esprit Goal 
ness orientation 
Variables Beta Par- Beta Par- Beta Par-
in tial in tial in tial 
School board support .753** .557** .793** 
Teacher respect .176 .217 -.206 -.384 .127 .169 
Supervisor efficiency .116 .151 .290 .573 .169 .237 
Efficacy .225 .317 .077 .163 .312 .474 
Student attitude -.206 -.248 .284 .517 -.007 -.009 
Supervisor support 
behavior 
.041 .055 .216 .443 .029 .043 
Constant 4.33 3.49 5.21 
Multiple R .756 .901 .793 
R2 .569 .812 .629 
Mean square regression 1.589 2.929 .954 
Mean square residual .133 .075 .063 
df 1, 9 1, 9 1, 9 
F 11.92 38.87 15.26 
P .00* .00* .00* 
S^ignificant at the .05 level. 
**Variable contributed significantly to the prediction. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The major purpose of the study was to examine the climate of the 
school as viewed by the classified staff. Specifically, the study 
investigated: (1) the extent to which classified staff viewed the school 
more or less positively than the certified staff; (2) the extent to which 
the perceptions of the school-based classified staff differed from the 
perceptions of the certified staff by job categories and buildings; and 
(3) the extent to which selected factors influenced the perceptions of 
the classified staff. 
The study, conducted in the spring of 1989, was a part of the School 
Improvement Model Project in the Warsaw Community Schools in Warsaw, 
Indiana. It was one of the first attempts to use a valid and reliable 
measure to assess the perceptions of the classified staffs of the school. 
Two hundred thirty-seven classified staff members from eleven schools and 
the central office participated in the study. Job categories of the 
classified staff were secretaries, maintenance workers, bus drivers, 
custodians, and food service workers. Additionally, data gathered from 
two hundred fifty-five certified teachers in the fall of 1988 were used 
for comparative analyses in the study. 
Two instruments were used to measure the participants' assessment of 
the climate: (1) The School Improvement Inventory (SII); and (2) the 
School Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C). Twenty items 
on the SII related to school climate as perceived by the teachers. 
Thirty-two items on the SII/C measured climate for the classified staff. 
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Both instruments measured the assessment of three climate factors: 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation. Additionally, the 
Sll/measured the classified staff's assessment of the influence of six 
other factors: school board support, supervisor support behavior, 
teacher respect, student attitudes, supervisor efficiency, and efficacy. 
Differences between the means of assessment of district- and school-based 
views of the cohesiveness, esprit and goal orientation of the work unit 
were tested through the use of t-tests for paired data. T-tests were 
also utilized to compare the assessment of cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation by the certified staff. A one-way analysis of variance 
procedure, tests for homogeneity was used to test the null hypotheses 
that there would be no significant differences in the cohesiveness, 
esprit, and goal orientation of the six job categories of all classified 
staff. Additionally, the one-way analysis of variance procedure was 
utilized to test the null hypotheses that there would be no significant 
differences in cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation for classified 
staff in each of the eleven schools. Pearson correlation coefficients 
were calculated using the stepwise multiple regression statistic to 
determine the relationships between the three of the climate variables 
and six other factors that may influence the school-based classified 
staff's view of the school's climate. Fifteen hypotheses were designed 
to examine the questions posed in this study. 
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Summary of Findings 
The study yielded a number of very important findings that have 
implications for school leaders and staff. Relevant findings are 
summarized below, followed by discussion referenced with the inquiries 
postulated for the investigation. 
1. There was no significant difference between the cohesiveness, 
esprit and goal orientation of the district-based and school-based 
classified staff. 
2. There was a significant difference in the cohesiveness, esprit, 
and goal orientation of the classified staff by job categories. 
Maintenance workers reported they worked together better than did school-
based custodians. School-based secretaries reported a sense of more 
accomplishment in their work than did school-based custodians. School-
based secretaries had a much higher sense of accomplishment in their work 
than did school-based custodians. District-based secretaries, school-
based secretaries, and maintenance workers were more goal oriented than 
were school-based custodians. 
3. There was a significant difference in the cohesiveness, esprit, 
and goal orientation of the classified staff among the eleven schools. 
The cohesiveness of the classified staff ranged from 6.88 in School B to 
5.44 in School K. The level of esprit ranged from 6.62 in School B to 
4.98 in School J. The extent to which the classified staff was committed 
to making a difference ranged from 7.15 in School G to 5.41 in School I. 
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4. There was a significant difference in the cohesiveneas and goal 
orientation of the classified and certified staff in the eleven schools. 
Classified staff in five of the eleven schools reported a greater sense 
of belonging than did the certified staff in those schools. Classified 
staff in eight of the eleven schools were more goal oriented than were 
the certified staff in those schools. Only three of the eleven schools 
showed significant differences in their sense of accomplishment in their 
work. Therefore, no significant differences were noted in the level of 
esprit of the classified and certified staff in each of the eleven 
schools. 
5. There were significant relationships between specific influence 
factors and the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the 
classified staff. School board support was significantly related to the 
cohesiveness, esprit, and goal orientation of the school-based classified 
staff. Supervisor efficiency and student attitudes were significantly 
related to the cohesiveness of the classified staff. School board 
support was the strongest predictor of the cohesiveness, esprit, and goal 
orientation of the classified staff. 
Discussion 
The major focus of the study was to examine the perceptions of the 
classified staff's view of life in the school. The five inquiries 
postulated for the investigation guide the discussion. 
la the cohesiveness, esprit and goal orientation of the 
district-based classified staff different from that of the school-
based classified staff? 
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One might have thought that school-baaed classified staff would be 
more positive than district-based classified staff. This finding negated 
the researcher's assumption that school-based classified staff would be 
more positive than district-based classified staff about the climate of 
the work unit. Perhaps some kind of unique balance exists (i.e., the 
"prestige" of working at the central office) causes district-based 
classified staff to experience a sense of family to a greater degree than 
expected. 
What is the climate of the school as perceived by school-based 
classified staff broken down by jcd> categories? 
Several differences were reported in the cohesiveness, esprit, and 
goal orientation of the job categories within the classified staff. This 
finding is consistent with Willingham's (1990) research. There were some 
interesting and somewhat baffling findings regarding these differences in 
climate among job categories. Others were more easily understandable. 
Who knows why maintenance workers report they work better together than 
custodians? Perhaps there are more opportunities for maintenance workers 
to build familial relationships during their work days. Since the data 
indicated that there were only a few custodians in many of the schools, 
it is possible that they really do not have a work group. In addition, 
many custodians work after hours and have few opportunities for 
interactions with other staff. It is also not surprising that school-
based secretaries have higher esprit and goal orientation than 
custodians. They have considerable power and status and in many cases 
are treated as a kind of adjunct member of the certified staff. 
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IB there a significant difference in cohsaiveneaa, eaprit, and 
goal orientation of the claaaified staff among the eleven schools? 
This question has two facets, both of which focus on the overarching 
purpose of the study, to determine if climate is pervasive. That is, is 
climate building specific and is there a relationship between the climate 
or morale of faculty and that of support personnel? Does this "feel" 
within the building pervade or is it endemic to different groups? The 
study sheds light on both of these important questions. 
First, the significant differences among buildings in goal 
orientation, esprit and cohesiveness would indicate that climate is not a 
construct that can be generalized across schools. It is higher in some 
schools than in others. More importantly, it adds an additional 
dimension. Sweeney (1991) found that climate, as seen through the eyes 
of faculty, differed across buildings. Taylor (1991) reported similar 
findings when he examined the culture of the school as faculty sees it. 
This study provides evidence that the same is true for classified staff. 
But findings of this study add another dimension. They indicate 
that not only do the classified staff see it differently across 
buildings, there appears to be a relationship between the perceptions of 
classified and certified staff among buildings. How else could one 
account for the fact that in those buildings where the climate is most 
positive in the eyes of faculty, the secretaries and custodians saw it 
the same way? In those buildings where climate was the least positive 
for teachers, the classified staff were also less goal oriented and 
cohesive, and their esprit suffered. School climate apparently is 
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pervasive. Whatever happens in a school influences the perceptions of 
faculty and classified staff in like manner. 
Do classified staff and certified staff in each of the eleven 
schools perceive climate differently? 
It was somewhat surprising that classified staff reported they 
worked together and were more goal oriented than the certified staff in 
the eleven schools. This finding dispels a myth about classified staff. 
They are often viewed as appendages to the work unit who basically do 
"what they are told to do." Obviously, classified staff do indeed feel a 
sense of belonging and are committed to making a difference. Why is it, 
then, that their esprit is not higher than that of certified staff and 
that in three schools it is significantly lower? Classified staff are 
seldom, if ever, involved in the myriad of recognition programs, awards 
banquets, and the coveted "employee of the month" front door parking 
space. 
Research consistently indicates that student, discipline and student 
attitudes are climate "dissatisfiers" (Sweeney, 1991). In schools or 
situations where discipline or student attitudes are not seen as 
positive, the climate generally suffers. If everyone feels that what 
they do really makes a difference, then the school's overall climate will 
be enhanced. Teachers must communicate to students that all people in 
the school, including classified staff, are important. Additionally, 
school administrators must involve all of the classified staff in every 
meaningful aspect of school life. 
What factors contribute most significantly to the cohesiveness, 
esprit and goal orientation of the school-based classified staff? 
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There were few surprises in the factors influencing the climate of 
the school. Obviously, the extent to which supervisors interact with 
classified staff and the general attitude of students impacts on the 
classified staff's sense of belonging. This sends a powerful message to 
school administrators, teachers, and students; secretaries and custodians 
really care about the clients of the school—the students. The manner in 
which students interact with classified staff is very important to them. 
Principals and teachers would be wise to encourage students to forge 
relationships with classified staff members. Additionally, it was 
surprising to know that supervisor efficiency was related to 
cohesiveness. The only possible explanation is that understanding the 
needs of employees helps them to feel a sense of belonging. 
It was not very surprising that school board support was the 
strongest predictor of the school's climate as viewed by the classified 
staff. There are several possible explanations for this. It may be, the 
school board, as the most visible and public representatives of the 
school district is held responsible for everything that the classified 
staff feel is not right in the schools. In addition, for the most part, 
classified staff are the lowest paid group of school employees. They 
usually look to the school board for pay increases and probably are not 
getting them. Finally, the school board may even have a negative image 
in the community that causes all groups to see them as the cause of their 
problems. 
The purpose of this study was to examine school climate. It would 
appear there is a need to know how the school board influences the 
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climate of the school. It would be interesting to examine whether their 
influence is germaine to classified staff only, or if other job 
categories such as teachers view their influence on the work unit 
differently. In any case, this study should challenge boards of 
education to assess and evaluate their relationships with the classified 
staff. In addition, a strategic plan should be developed that includes a 
comprehensive mechanism for meaningful involvement of the school-based 
classified staff and recognition of the contributions that classified 
staff make to the students of the school district. 
Limitations of the Study 
The study was limited to one midwestern school district comprised of 
eleven schools. It is only a snapshot reflecting one period in time. 
Results may not be generalizable to other districts. Because of the 
variation in educational requirements for some classified staff 
positions, the SII/C was designed to be generic and simplified. 
Variables such as race, sex, and age of participants may affect their 
perceptions of school climate, but were not included as a part of this 
study. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
At best, the science of assessing the attitudes of classified staff 
is in its infancy. While educators generally accept the premise that 
climate is important, the focus of most research efforts has been on 
teachers and administrators. The present study was an initial attempt to 
examine the perceptions of classified staff in schools. 
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Perhaps one of the first recommendations for improvement is related 
to the reliability of the SIX/C. While the overall reliability of the 
SII/C exceeded standards, the questions related to efficacy had a lower 
standardized alpha coefficient. It is recommended that the instrument be 
improved by adding items to this specific dimension. 
Given the fact that these results reflect the views of one 
population, the findings may not be generalizable to the larger 
population. It is recommended that the study be replicated in other 
school districts in order to provide more comparisons for the assessment 
of how the classified staff view the school. 
Obviously, the influence of school board support is the strongest 
predictor of assessing the climate as viewed by the classified staff. It 
needs to be determined if this phenomenon is indeed a key predictor of a 
positive or negative climate or if this finding was unique to this 
particular school district during a specific period. Therefore, it is 
strongly recommended that further investigations regarding the 
relationship of the climate influence factor, school board support, be 
further investigated in an effort to determine if it is a consistent 
predictor of climate and, if so, what in particular the board does to 
influence climate. 
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E005 Lagomarcino Hall 296-5521 
Campus Address ~ Campus Telephone 
3.) Signatures of others (If any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator © 
ATTACH an addit ional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) tne 
subjects to be used, (C) Indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
(0) covering any topics checked below. CHECK al l  boxes applicable. 
I  I Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I I Samples (blood, t issue, etc.) from subjects ( 0? 87 
n Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
r~l Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
I  I Deception of subjects 
r~| Subjects under 14 years of age and(or) Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
I  I Subjects in Institutions • 
I I Research must be approved by another Institution or agency 
{  5-J  ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain informed consent and CHECK 
which type wil l  be used. 
I  I Signed informed consent wil l  be obtained. 
Modified informed consent wil l  be obtained. 
©Month Day Y e a r  Anticipated date on which subjects wil l  be f irst contacted: 6 ^ 37 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: 5 31 90 
( ? • )  I f  A p p l i c a b l e :  A n t i c i p a t e d  d a t e  o n  w h i c h  a u d i o  o r  v i s u a l  t a p e s  w i l l  b e  e r a s e d  a n d ( o r )  
Identif iers wil l  be removed from completed survey instruments :  
Month Day Year 
or Chairperson Department orT^dmlnlsiratlve Unit 
•L—.-Lt....; 
iTs^^OecTsTon ôF the University Committee on the Use of Huran Subjects Tn Research: 
(3 Project Approved Q Project not approved Q No action required 
C«or9« 0. U\\\m ^ ^ é-yT-c--^^ 
Name or Committee Chairperson Date Signature of CoiWnlttee Chairperson 
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APPENDIX B. SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY 
NCS Tfin»-Ool«« Mai0.16383-1038765AZW 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY 
Or. Jim Sweeney 
ORGANIZATION 
©© 
00 
®® 
@© 
©© 
@@ 
® © 
®© 
@© 
©© 
Iowa State University 94 
BUILDING 
©© 
®.® 
®® 
®® 
®® 
®@ 
®@ 
®® 
@© 
®© 
GROUP 
® Teacher 
©Administrator 
0 Central Office 
0 Other 
EXAMPLES 
WRONG 
1 © jÇ®©® 
WRONG 
2 ®©<Sf©® 
WRONG 
3  ® ® ® O ®  
RIGHT 
» © © © • ©  
sm : 
IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS 
FOR MARKING ANSWERS 
• Use black lead pencil only (No. 2': or softer) 
e Do NOT use ink or ballpoint pens 
• Make heavy black marks that fill the circle 
completely 
• Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change 
• Make no stray marks on the answer sheet 
This inventory is designed to gather information which can be used for school improvement. In completing this inventory, it is important 
that you respond as thoughtfully and candidly as possible. Please read the directions carefully and respond to each item as it currently applies 
to conditions In your school. Described below are six major functions which are the responsibility of your building administrator. You are 
being asked to rate the relative importance of each for promoting effectiveness in your school. 
HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT - Assists teachers to motivate, challenge, and excite students to learn at the optimal level, and assists 
staff in obtaining maximum use of their human potential for reaching personal and organizational goals. 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP - Enhances student learning through updating of curriculum and instructional materials, evaluating staff for 
the purposes of improvement, and evaluating educational program and student progress. 
LEARNING ENVIRONMENT MANAGEMENT - Develops and maintains discipline standards which provide students with a clear understanding 
of expectations for behavior inside and outside the classroom and provides an educational atmosphere conducive to learmn;. 
NON INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT - Schedules all routine and soeeial activities: supervises logistical matters and the scnool slant. 
PUPIL PERSONNEL - Meets with students individually and in groups to address their problems and concerns, and promotes student 
involvement in co-curricular and extra-curricular activities. 
IHOOL COMMUNITY RELATIONS - Communicates with parents and promotes the school through advisory committees, parent teacher 
ganization. needs assessment, and the media. 
You have 20 points to distribute among the six functions (using the 1 to 5 scale provided). While you may thinl< that all of the functions 
are very important, since you have only 20 points to work with, it will be necessary for you to make some decisions as to :t'B relative 
imoortance of each function. You may assign the same rating to more than one function and must rate each of the six. 3eiow is an examoie 
of now ana respondent approached the task. 
EXAMPLE: Relative Importance 
In this example, the respondent decided that Human Resource 
Management and Learning Environment Management were both 
of "very high importance" thereby using 10 of the 20 points. The 
remaining 10 points were distributed among the other four 
functions. You could have given Instructional Leadership, Pupil 
Personnel, and School-Community Relations 5 points each and 
then distribute the remaining 5 points among the other 3 
functions. 
IMPORTANCE 
z 
? 
S 
Human Resource Management © © © © ® 
Instructional Leadership © ® © © ® 
Learning Environment Management © © © © $ 
.^n-mstructional Management © © © ® © 
pupil Personnel ® © © © © 
School-Community Relations © © ^ © ©, 
20 
Relative Importance 
Please indicate the relative importance of each of the six functions 
for promoting effectiveness in your school by rating each function 
from 1 to S. (Keep in mind that the total must equal 20.1 
IMPORTANCE 
3 3 5 = 3 
Human Resource Management © © © © © 
Instructional Leadership © © © © © 
Learning Environment Management © © © © © 
Non-instructional Management © © © © © 
Pupil Personnel © © © © © 
School-Community Relations © ® ® Q ® 
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UVIL OF ICMCTIVRNISS 
In thlf laotlon you mr# #ik«d to Indloila ih* l«v*l of (fftoilvaniii at " '•'oh Ih# il» maior funalloni daiorlbad pravlouily hav# baan 
carrlad out by your building «dmlnlitritor. Plana favlaw aaah of tha da95 stlona on tha llratpaga and Indloata tha laval at which 
aaoh function hai baan parformad. If you ira oomplating Ihli Inwantory on or bafora Fabruarv L aonildar parformanca during tha 
pravloui ichool yaar, If tha lurvay la oomplatad altar Pabruarv 1^, oonildar parlormanaa durlng~only tha ourrant lohool yaar. 
Level 
of eifaotlvantis 
s ft 1 i 
1 Lo
w
 
1 tfi
gh
 
1 
Human notourco Maniigominl 0 ® ® ® ® 
innlriictionm Ldodiirghio 0 ® ® ® ® 
tsarnmu Bnvironmoni .Vlanagamant 0 ® ® ® ® 
Noii'irnirijciioniti M,in,ig9mani 0 ® ® ® ® 
Puoil Psrtunngi 0 ® ® ® ® 
Scnool'Cjmmuriiiv Tnljiionii 0 ® ® ® ® 
psnciPTioNS of> scmapi and job 
This «action li daslgnad to gathar Inlormatlon about how you vlaw your'idhool and job. Plaaia axamlna aaoh Itam caralully and 
darkan ihs alrala which bait rapraianti your parosplion for aaoh ol tha quaitloni mpiad, 
EXAMPLE! 
To what extent are teachers in your scMool involved in 
major decisions related to their work? 
V«ry 
llttia 
O ® 
Soma 
® 0 
Conildorobl* 
® ® 
Very 
great 
O G 
If you think taachari hava "conildarnbla" Involvamant In dacliloni, fill In S or 0. Mil In a 8 It you faal tha iltuatlon !• cloiar to 
"soma fill In a 6 If you laal tha iltuatlon li oloiar to "vary graat". II you think thara la "varv llttia" you will hava to dacida whathar 
It Is oloiar to "loma" 131 or "nona" and mark althar a 1 or a 2. 
1. To what extent does your school strive tor oxceHoncof Vary Very 
llttia Soma Conaldarabia great 
0 ® Q ® ® ® 0 ®  
2. In your school, to what extent do dlllaront grade levels, Vary 
departments, and curr iculum area» plan and ooordmota their uttla 
efforts together? o ® 
Very 
Soma Conildarobla much 
® ® ® ® ® 0 
3. How many teachers In your school foul that all their 
students should be taught to road wall and master 
other academic subjects even though some students 
may not appear to be IntorostocP 
Vary 
few 
O ® 
Soma 
® ® 
Many 
® ® 
Most 
® 0 
4. How likely are you to expend extra effort to raise student 
achievement? 
g^ot vary Somewhat Quite Very 
likely likely likely likely 
© © © © © © O ©  
5. To whai extent do teachers in your school convey to students Very 
that learning is important? little 
© © 
Very 
Some Considerable great 
© © © © © ©  
5 To what extent is the building administrator m your school 
viewed Dy teachers as being non-supportive' 
Very Very 
little Some Considerable great 
© © © © © © ©  3  
7. In your school, do most teachers feel it is worthwhile or 
a waste of time to do their best? 
Waste Somewhat Very 
of time worthwhile Worthwhile worthwhile 
© © © © © © © 0 
8. To what extent do teachers m your school set challenging 
goals for students' 
Very 
little Some Considerable 
© © © © © © ©  
Very 
great 
9. In your school is ,t every person for himself or do teachers 
work together as a team' No 
teamwork 
© © 
Some but 
not enough 
teamwork 
© © 
Adequate 
but more 
is needed 
© © 
Great 
amount of 
teamwork 
© © 
10. How satisfying is teacning in your school' Not Somewhat Quite Very 
satisfying satisfying satisfying satisr/'ng 
© © © © © © ©  I  
11 To what extent do teachers in your school challenge low-
ability students' 
Very 
little 
Very 
Some Considerable much 
© © © © © © © ©  
12. To what extent do teachers In your school give help to one 
another on important school matters? 
Very Very 
little Some Considerable great 
© © © © © © © ©  
13. To what extent do teachers look forward to teaching each 
day? 
Very Quite Very 
little Some a bit much 
© © © © © © © ©  
14. How would you describe the commitment of teachers to high Vary 
performance goals in your school? weak 
© © 
Somawhat Quite Very 
strong strong strong 
© © © © © ©  
15. To what extent do teachers in your school work together as Very 
a smoothly functioning team? Ij^jlg 
© © 
Quite Very 
Some a bit much 
© © © © © ©  
16. In your school to what extent do most teachers agree on the 97 Vary 
major instructional objectives of your school? little Soma Considerable 
Vary 
much 
0 © < 3 © © © © ©  
17. To what extent do teachers in your school expect students 
to do their best? 
Very Very 
llttia Some Considerabia great 
© © © © © © © ©  
18. How would you describe the sense of belonging in this 
school? 
No 
sense of 
belonging 
© © 
Soma 
sense of 
belonging 
© © 
Considerabia 
sense of 
belonging 
© © 
Great 
sense of 
belonguig 
© : 
19. To what extent do teachers m your school have a feeling that 
they can make a significant contribution to improving the 
classroom perfomance of students? 
Vary 
littia Soma Considerable 
Very 
great 
© © © © © © © a  
20. To what extent do you feel that what you do is not 
important? 
Vary 
littia Some Considerabia 
© © © © © © ©  
Very 
great 
21. To what extent does the principal evaluate pupil progress in Very 
your school? little 
Very 
Soma Considerable great 
© © © © © © ©  
22. To what extent do the teachers in your school work at 
improving the quality of the educational program? 
Very 
little Some Considerable 
© © © © © © © 
Very 
great 
23. How would you describe your building administrator's Vary Somewhat Somewhat Very 
dedication and enthusiasm? low low high high 
© © © © © © © ©  
2^. How would you describe the general attitude of students Very 
toward your school? Poor Fair Good good 
© © © © © © © ©  
25. In your school how often is there meaningful discussion of Very 
curriculum or instruction in faculty meetings? Seldom Occasionally Often often 
© © © © © © © ©  
26. To what extent does the principal coordinate curriculum and Very Very 
instruction in your school? littia Soma Considerabia great 
© © © © © © © F  
Not 
27. How would you describe the learning environment in your at all Somewhat Quite Very 
school? positive positive positive positive 
© © © © © © © ©  
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SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
Goal Orientation; 
Esprit; 
Coheslveness; 
Teacher Expectations; 
Administrator Dedication and 
Enthusiasm; 
Student Attitudes; 
Supports Teachers: 
Evaluates Pupil Progress; 
Coordinates Instruction/ 
Curriculum; 
The extent to which teachers are 
committed to "making a difference." 
The extent to which teachers experience 
a sense of accomplishment in their work. 
The extent to which teachers are able to 
work together on important school matters. 
The extent to which teachers expect 
students to do their best. 
The extent to which building administra­
tors are dedicated and enthusiastic. 
The extent to which students display a 
positive general attitude. 
The extent to which building administra­
tors communicate with teachers about 
goals and procedures. 
The extent to which building administra­
tors set expectations for the entire school 
and insure those expectations are being met. 
The extent to which the building admini­
strator relates what happens in the class­
room with the overall goals and program of 
the school. 
Instructional/Curriculum Emphasis; The extent to which the building 
administrator conveys to teachers their 
commitment to achievement. 
Learning Environment Provision; The extent to which teachers perceive the 
school environment to be conducive to 
learning. 
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SIX MAJOR FUNCTIONS 
Human Resource Management; 
Instructional Leadership; 
Learning Environment Management; 
Nonlnstructional Management; 
Pupil Personnel; 
School-Community Relations; 
Assists teachers to motivate, challenge, 
and excite students to learn at the 
optimal level, and assists staff in 
obtaining maximum use of their human 
potential for reaching personal and 
organizational goals. 
Enhances student learning through updating 
of curriculum and instructional materials, 
evaluating staff for the purposes of 
improvement, and evaluating education 
program and student progress. 
Develops and maintains discipline stan­
dards Wiich provide students with a clear 
understanding of expectations for behavior 
Inside and outside the classroom and 
provides an educational atmosphere conducive 
to learning. 
Schedules all routine and special activities, 
supervises logistical matters and the school 
plant. 
Meets with students Individually and in 
groups to address their problems and con­
cerns, and promotes student involvement in 
co-currlcular and extra-curricular 
activities. 
Communicates with parents and promotes the 
school through advisory committees, parent-
teacher organization, needs assessment, and 
the media. 
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APPENDIX C. SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY FOR CLASSIFIED STAFF (SII) 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY 
FOR CLASSft°JED STAFF 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
THIS INVENTORY IS DESIGNED TO GATHER INFORMATION ABOUT HOW YOU VIEW YOUR 
WORK. PLEASE READ THESE DIRECTIONS CAREFULLY. 
PART I: DIRECTIONS FOR CODING GENERAL PURPOSE NCS ANSWER SHEET 
IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS FOR MARKING ANSWERS 
FOR USE WITH ALL NCS SENTRY OPTICAL MARK READING SYSTEMS 
EXAMPLES IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS 
FOR MARKING ANSWERS 
1 
2 
3 
4 
© 
© 
© 
© 
-^ONO / 
© e 
0 
0 
© 
© 
Use #2 pencil only. 
Do NOT use Ink or ballpoint pens. 
Make heavy black marks that fill the circle completely. 
Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change. 
Make no stray marks on the answer sheet. 
A. STUDENT NAME: Do NQIwrlte your name. NO NAMES WILL BE USED. 
B. SEX: Write the letter M or F below the word SEX. 
Darken the M circle if you are male. 
Darken the F circle If you are female. 
C. GRADE OR EDUC. (EDUCATION): Do mark this sectton. 
D. DATE OF BIRTH: Do not mark this section. 
E. IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (BOXES A-J) 
1. Boxes A B: School District Code 30 has been marked for you. 
2. Boxes C D: Work Unit Code has been marked for you. 
3. Box E: Job ClassMkatkm 
a. Write In the code number of your job classiftoation as follows under BOX E: 
Bus Driver 1 
Custodtal (School Based) 2 
Maintenance (Central Office Based) 3 
Fbod Service (School Based) 4 
SecretarlaVCIerlcal AMe 
(School Based) 5 
Secretarial/Clerical 
(Central Office Based) 6 
Other 7 
b. Now. shade the circle under the column that matches the number code you 
have written. 
EXAMPLE: A aohool b«Md custotiHan will wilt* • 2 In tht E Box and 
darkMi th# eirelt 2 undar tlw E column. 
1 
e. BOXES F-J: DO NOT MARI^ °^ LEASE LEAVE THESE BOXES BLANK AND 
PROCEED TO PART II. 
PART II. INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPETING THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY FOR CLAS­
SIFIED STAFF USING THE GENERAL PURPOSE NCS ANSWER SHEET. 
IMPORTANT 
WHEN ANSWERING THE SURVEY, IF YOUR ARE A SCHOOL BASED CLASSIFIED WORKER, 
WORK UNIT IS USED TO MEAN THE SCHOOL IN WHICH YOU WORK. IF YOU ARE NOT SCHOOL 
BASED, YOUR WORK UNIT IS YOUR DEPARTMENT 
IF YOU ARE SCHOOL BASED. SUPERVISOR MEANS THE PRINCIPAL OF YOUR SCHOOL. IF YOU 
ARE NOT SCHOOL BASED, SUPERVISOR MEANS THE PERSON TO WHOM YOU REPORT. 
Please examine each item on the following pages carefully and darken the circle on the answer sheet 
which best represents your perception for each of the items. 
Check closely to see that the number on the answer sheet corresponds with the item you are answering. 
BELOW IS AN EXAMPLE TO HELP CLARIFY HOW TO USE THE INVENTORY. 
^51. To what extent are classified vofv soms comidarabi# vatv 
workers in your work unit involved win# much 
in major decisions related to their 
work? 
NOW, FIND «51 ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET. 
if you think classified workers have "cortsUerable" involvement in decisions, darken the E or F circle 
under number 5 or 6 on the answer sheet next to #51. Darken the C circle if you feel the situation is 
closer to "SOME"; darken the F circle on the answer sheet If you feel the situation is closer to "VERY 
MUCH". If you think there Is "VERY LITTLE" you wiH have to deckle whether H Is doser to "SOME" or 
"NONE" and darken either the A or B circle oh the answer sheet. 
YOU WILL NOT NEED TO USE THE I AND J CIRCLES FOR ANY OF THE ITEMS ON THE 
INVENTORY. 
YOU ARE NOW READY TO BEGIN. THERE ARE 32 ITEMS ON THIS INVENTORY. 
REMEMBER TO MARK YOUR ANSWER ON THE ANSWER SHEET NEXT TO THE NUMBER THAT 
CORRESPONDS TO THE ITEM ON THE INVENTORY. 
1. How important is your job? Not 
Important 
1 : 
2. How would you dMcrlM th« gwMral attkudM 
of studsnts? 
1 2 
3. To what extant do you and your co-wo(kara 
strive to do your bwt? 
Veiy 
WW# 
1 2 
Somewhat 
Important 
© ' 
Fair 
è  
è 
Seme 
6 
Conaldarably 
Important 
I  è  
Good 
6 è 6 © 
ConaidaraM# 
8 6 
© 
Vary 
Important h -
Vary 
good 
7 
h 
e 
8 
e 
V#ry 
much 
0 
DO NOT MARK ON THIS SHEET. 
PLEASE CODE ANSWERS ON NCS 
2 
GENERAL PURPOSE ANSWER SHEET. 
17. To whit «xtent dOM tho clatsifM staff striv* V*ry Sotiw ConaldaraU* Very 
to improv# the work unft?  ^ much 
3 4 s 6 7 8 
18. How would you dMcrlMthtoommttmant of Law Fair Som#wh«i Very 
classifM stiff In your work unK to top parfor- Mgh high 
® ® © ® è © © 0  
by the administration in your work unit? 
be? 
21. How satisfying Is your work? 
22. How well does your supervisor schedule 
your work? 
best? 
fairness In dealing with you? 
25. To what extent does the school board ap- Vary 
predate classified employees? Nttle 
1 2 
26. To what extent does your supervisor hive a very 
clear understanding of your job? HtMe 
1 2 
® 9 
27. To what extent do you consider your super- veiy 
visor to be supportiv*? Hifle 
i z 
® e 
28. To what extent are you provided with the Very 
necessary suppflee and equipment to do NM# 
l»uriob7  ^ I 
Vary Some ConaldaraMa Vary 
Httia much 
1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 
® ® e @ © © ® 0 
Not Somewhat Conaldaratily Vary 
affaetlva affaetlv* affaoUve affaetlva 
1 2 3 4 8 8 7 8 
® ® e ® ® © ® 0 
Not Somewhat Conaldarably Vary 
aatiafying satisfying aatiafying aatiafying 
1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 
® ® ® ® ® © ® 0 
Not Somewhat Conaldaral>ly Vary 
wall wall wall wall 
1 2 1 4 S 8 7 8 
® ® e ® ® © ® 0 
Waala Somewhat Worthwhile Vary 
of time worthwhile worthwhile 
1 2 1 4 8 8 7 8 
® ® è ® © © ® 0 
Unfair Somewhat Conaldarably Vary 
talr talr talr 
1 2 1 i 8 8 7 8 
® ® e ® © © e 0 
Somewhat ConaldaralWa 
e 
4 
e ê 8 © 
Somewhat Conaldaralil# 
e 
è 
6 
6 
k 6 © 
ConaldaraMe 
è 6 © 
Somewhat 
è & 
ConaldaralW# 
ê 6 © 
Vary 
much 
7 8 
e 0 
Vary 
much 
7 a 
e e 
Vary 
much 
7 8 
e 0 
Vary 
much 
7 8 
e 0 
29. How fairly does your supervisor divide work Unfairly Somewhat ConaldaraMy Vary 
among you and your oo-workers? hMy talrly fairly 
1 2 3 4 8 6 7 8 
DO NOT MARK ON THIS SHEET. 
4 
LEASE CODE ANSWERS ON NCS GENERAL PURPOSE ANSWER SHEET. 
30. How would you dMcrib* your •uparviaor's 
driva and anthualwm? 
31. How do you fwl when aaking your super­
visor for help? 
32. If you report to someone in ADDITION to 
your superviaor, how would you deacrbe 
this person's influence on you? 
Low 
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1 2 
Unoomfortable 
i : 
9 9 
Humful 
0  à  
Somewhat 
Low 
è  è  
Somewhat 
comfortable 
3 4 
e e 
Somewhat 
hetphil 
e 0 
High 
è  6 © 
ConaMarably 
comfortable 
è  G  
Helpful 
è  6 © 
V«*y 
High 
7 8 
e e 
Vary 
comfortable 
I » 
e 0 
Vary 
helpful é 0 
bo NOT MARK ON THIS SHEET. 
5 
PLEASE CODE ANSWERS ON NCS GENERAL PURPOSE ANSWER SHEET. 
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Nonlinear regression for forecasting trends in the School 
Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) 
Variable labels Standardized item alpha 
C-1 (Supervisor Support Behavior) .9114 
C-2 (Supervisor Efficiency) .8766 
C-3 (Efficacy of the Classified Staff) .5618 
C-4 (Cohesiveness) .7217 
C-5 (Esprit) .7217 
C-6 (Goal Orientation) .8127 
All 32 items .9640 
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APPENDIX E. INFORMATIONAL PACKETS 
( lation 
Iowa State University 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Projects 
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School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
t
March 14, 1989 
Dear Building Administrator: 
Enclosed are the School Improvement Inventories which are to be 
administered as part of the School Improvement Model Project during the 
week of April 10, 1989. 
There are enough inventories for all teaching staff in your school. They 
are already coded with the Group (Teacher or Administrator), 
Organization, and Building. Please appoint a "lead teacher" to 
administer the inventory to all teaching staff in the school, preferably 
at a staff meeting. All inventories will be collected by the lead 
teacher and mailed directly to our office in the envelope provided. 
This inventory is voluntary. We would also ask that the lead teacher 
stress the fact that these inventories will be returned directly to our 
office—no administrative personnel in the building should have access 
to them. 
All School Improvement Inventories should be returned to our office no 
later than April 17, 1989. 
THE SCHOOL IMPmOVEMEWT JJIVlRUIl SHOULD HOT BE AOMIHISTEBED BY THE 
BUILSIMG AZMIHISTHATOt. 
PLEASE DO HOT FOLD THE MVUIUll. 
You, the building administrator, are also asked to complete a School 
Improvement Inventory (also included). This inventory will be returned 
directly to our office in the envelope provided. Please return it to us 
no later than April 17. 1989. 
PLEASE GIVE A COPY OF THIS MEMO TO THE PEHSOH YOU APPOINT AS A "LEAD 
TEACHEH" FOft THEIH USE IH ASUHISTEKURS THE IHVHHTOHY. 
If you have any questions, please call (SIS) 294-5521. 
Sincerely, 
Richard P. Mautt 
Director 
Shirley B. Stow 
Co-Director 
( lation 
I _ srsity 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Projects 
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School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistar,; 
April 5, 1989 
Dr. Lee Hannan 
Field Coordinator 
iCarsav; Community Schools 
1 Administrative Drive 
Box 283 
Varsaw, IN 46580-0288 
Enclosed for your review and approval is a sample packet for the School 
Improvement Inventory for Classified Staff for Warsaw Community Schools. 
The items on the inventory were constructed to parallel the six major 
constructs of the SII for certified staff such that our analysis of th« 
data will be valid. Dr. Jim Sweeney has supervised tha development of the 
inventory and its subsequant fomat. 
To expedite the process, please contact Mrs. Katy Rice, SIM Program 
Assistant, or Ms. Linda Fortenberry, Graduate Assistant with any changes 
by Tuesday, April 11, 1989. 
Pending your approval, we will produce these documents and mail them to 
you by Thursday, April 13, 1989. 
The packets that you will receive by April 13 will be organized by building 
and department and ready for distribution and administration. 
We appreciate your leadership and look forward to the successful conclusion 
of this endeavor. 
Sincerely 
Richard P. Manatt Shirley B. Stow 
( :ation 
I srsity 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Projects 
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School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
April 5, 1989 
Dear Building Administrator and Department Head: 
Enclosed are the School Improvement Inventories for CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL (SII/C) in 
your work unit. These inventories are to be administered as part of the School 
Improvement Model Project (SIM) during the week of April 17, 1989. 
There are enough inventories for all classified staff in your work unit. 
Please appoint a lead staff member to administer the inventory to all classified 
staff under your supervision. It would be preferable to have this done at a staff 
meeting. 
All answer sheets and inventories will be collected by the lead staff member who will 
return one sealed packet to the Central Office. The Central Office will forward all 
packets to the SIM office at Iowa State University. Please ask your lead staff 
member to stress that these inventories will be returned directly to our office. NO 
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL IN THE BUILDING WILL HAVE ACCESS TO THEM. PARTICIPATION 
OF STAFF IS VOLUNTARY. 
All School Improvement Inventories should be returned to the Central Office no later 
than Monday, April 24, 1989. 
THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY FOR CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL SHOULD BE ADMINISTERED 
BY THE BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR OR DEPARTMENT HEAD. 
Please give a copy of this memo to the person you appoint as lead staff member for 
his/her use in administering the inventory. If you have any questions, please call 
(515) 294-5521. 
Sincerely, 
Shirley B. Stow Richard P. Manatt 
Enclosures 
School Improvement Model 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Assistant 
April 5, 1989 
Dear Lead Staff Member: 
Thank you for assisting in the task of administering the School Improvement 
Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) in your work unit. Your assignment 
is most important for the success of this project. We ask that you proceed 
as follows : 
1. Read the letter to the Building Administrator or Department 
Head about the SII/C. Become thoroughly familiar with all 
materials in the packet. 
2. Schedule a staff meeting with all classified staff in your 
work unit. You may need to schedule two meetings to 
accommodate work schedules. 
3. Emphasize that participation is voluntary and Chat individual 
results will remain confidential. 
4. Explain the purpose of the inventory: to gather information 
about the Warsaw School improvement Model Project Schools. 
5. Distribute inventories and answer sheets. 
6. "Walk Through" the directions (Parts I and II) with your 
participants. Allow time for questions. Check each person's 
sample answer. Let participants know that you are available 
for assistance during the administration of the inventory. 
7. Position yourself in a non-threatening place in the room or 
outside the room. Let participants know where you will be in 
case they have any questions. 
8. Collect answer sheets and inventories as participants leavn. 
Quickly check to see if responses are correctly marked. Thank 
each participant. 
9. Place all materials in the envelope provided. Seal and return 
it to the Central Office no later than Monday, April 24, 1989. 
10. Do not give the materials to the building administrator or 
department head. We must guarantee confidentiality. They 
will receive results once they are tabulated and analyzed. 
11. Remember to have a supply of No. 2 lead pencils available. 
Sincerely, 
Richard P. Manatt Shirley B. Stow 
Sim Projects 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 112 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Projects 
School Improvement Mooei 
DICK Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
Katy Rice 
Program Ass,star.; 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 113 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
April 5, 1989 
Dear Building Administirator and Department Head: 
Enclosed are the School Improvement Inventories for CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL (SII/C) ir. 
your work unit. These inventories are to be administered as part of the School 
Improvement Model Project (SIM) during the week of April 17, 1989. 
There are enough inventories for all classified staff in your work unit. 
Please appoint a lead staff member to administer the inventory to all classified 
staff under your supervision. It would be preferable to have this done at a staff 
meeting. 
All answer sheets «nd Invantorlas will b# collaccad by th« lead staff member who will 
return one sealed packet Co the Central Office. The Central Office will forward all 
packets to t±e SIM office aC Iowa State University. Please ask your lead staff 
member to stress that these inventories will be returned directly to our office. NO 
ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL IN THE BUILDING FILL HAVE ACCESS TO THEM. PARTICIPATION 
OF STAFF IS VOLUNTARY. 
All School Improvement Inventories should be returned to the Central Office no later 
than Monday, April 24, 1989. 
THE SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT INVENTORY FOR CLASSIFIED PERSONNEL SHOULD jSSZ BE ADMINISTERED 
BY THE BUILDING ADMINISTRATOR OR DEPARTMENT HEAD. 
Please give a copy of this memo to the person you appoint as lead staff member for 
his/her use in administering the inventory. If you have any questions, please call 
(515) 294-5521. 
Sincerely, 
Richard P. Manatt Shirley B. Stow 
Enclosures 
• h I I Scnool Improvement Model 
U 11 I I Projects DICK Manatt 
College of Education Director 
Iowa State University 114 Shirley Slow 
EÛ05 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
Ames. Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
(5i5) 294-5521 Prcgram Assston: 
' April 5, 1989 
Dear Lead SCaff Member: 
Thank you for assiscing in the task of administering the School Improvement 
Inventory for Classified Staff (SII/C) in your work unit. Your assignment 
is most important for the success of this project. We ask that you proceed 
as follows; 
1. Read the letter to the Building Administrator or Department 
Head about the SII/C. Become thoroughly familiar with all 
materials in the packet. 
2. Schedule a staff meeting with all classified staff in your 
work unit. You may need to schedule two meetings to 
accommodate work schedules. 
3. Emphasize that participation is voluntary and that individual 
results will remain confidential. 
4. Explain the purpoi* of the inventory: to gather information 
about the Warsaw School improvement Model Project Schools. 
5. Distribute inventories and answer sheets. 
6. "Walk Through" the directions (Parts I and II) with your 
participants. Allow time for questions. Check each person's 
sample answer. Let participants know that you are available 
for assistance during the administration of the inventory. 
7. Position yourself in a non-threatening place in the room or 
outside the room. Let participants know where you will be in 
case they have any questions. 
8. Collect answer sheets and inventories as participants leavn. 
Quickly check to see if responses are correctly marked. Thank 
each participant. 
9. Place all materials in the envelope provided. Seal and return 
it to the Central Office no later than Monday, April 24, 1989. 
10. Do not give the materials to the building administrator or 
department head. We must guarantee confidentiality. They 
will receive results once they are tabulated and analyzed. 
11. Remember to have a supply of No. 2 lead pencils available. 
Sincerely, . 
Richard P. Manact Shirley B. Stow 
k t I I Scnool Improvement Mocei 
W J i  • • I I  P r o j e c t s  Dick Manatt 
College of Education Director 
Iowa State University Shirley Stow 
E005 Lagomarcino Hall Co-Director 
Ames. Iowa 50011 Katy Rice 
^515) 294-5521 Program Assistant 
TO: All Classified Staff 
Warsaw Community School District 
FROM: Richard P. Manatt, Director 
Shirley B. Stow, Co-Director /, . ^ y, 
SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL /S. 
RE: School Improvement Inventory for 
Classified Staff (SII/C) 
DATE: April 5, 1989 
In an effort to gather information about the Warsaw School Improvement 
Model Project Schools, we are asking that you complete the enclosed 
inventory. The information from this inventory will be used to describe 
various characteristics of your school/department. All these data will be 
analyzed and reported In terms of groups, not Individuals. Your voluntary 
participation in this phase of our study will be appreciated. 
You are assured of complete confidentiality. The inventory has organi­
zation, job classification, and school/department identification, not 
individual identification. YOUR NAME WILL NOT BE PLACED ON THE INVENTORY. 
We ask that you return the completed answer sheet and inventory to the 
person administering it. He/she will return all school/department packets 
to the central office. The central office will forward all school/department 
packets to Iowa State University for analysis. 
The success of this survey depends on your valuable input. We thank you in 
advance for your voluntary cooperation in completing the Inventory. 
Enclosures 
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APPENDIX F. SAMPLES OF REPORTS SUBMITTED TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
WARSAW (  ( IMMUNI  I  f  SCHOOLS 
BUILDING REPORI  
IMPORIANCF or  n iNCIH lNS AmCI IN f :  SCHOOl  
ASSESSMENT BY TEACHERS 
1989  
EFFECTIVENESS 
BUILDING HUMAN 
R(  SOURCI  
MANA( ; i  M l  N I  
INS IRUCI lONAL 
IEADIRSHIP  
LEARNIN( ;  
ENVIRONMENI  
MANACFMFNT 
NON-
INS IRUCI lONAL 
MANAGEMENT 
PUPIL  
PERSONNEL 
SCHOOL 
COMMUNITV 
RELATIONS 
SENIOR H IGH 
FREQUENCY 
lOT  FREO 
?  
3 
I  
5  
32  
O 
3 
9  
12 
9  
32  
0 
1 
7  
14  
to  
32  
O 
2 
9  
1 I  
10 
32  
8 
7  
1  I  
6 
O 
32  
4  
8 
12 
7  
1 
32  
1 
7  
17  
5  
2 
MEAN 
SU 
N  
3  87  
. 91  
32  
4  . 03  
. 8 2  
32  
3  91  
93  
32  
2  . 47  
I  . 08  
32  
2 .78  
1  . 04  
32  
3 .00  
. 8 8  
32  
FREQUENCY VAlUtS  
I  VERY low.  2  low.  : l  MODI  RAM.  I  H IC .H .  5  VFRY H IGH 
waij'.aw < ummiimi i y '•.ciioih s 
mm dinn im pori 
huh i) i ni: adminisiraidr h f e c i i vt ne ss 
assissmini hy ie ackers 
inB9 
bui lu inc HUMAN 
RE SOURf  l  
mana(;emeni 
IN' irik. i minai 
eadersiiip 
i earn inc. 
environneni 
manage me ni 
non 
instruct ional 
management 
pupil 
personnei 
school 
commun11 y 
relations 
freshman high 
frequency 
101  EREV 
2 
3  
4 
5 
II 
3 
7  
3  
I  
I t  
I 
B 
5  
O 
11 
? 
•1 
5  
3  
N 
1 
7  
4  
2 
M 
3  
7  
3  
i 
14  
i 
5  
7  
1 
mean 
sd 
n 
3  14  
86 
14  
3  29  
.61 
14  
3  64  
i c i  
14  
3 .50  
.85  
14  
3  14  
. 8 6  
14  
3 .57  
.76  
14  
00 
freoufncy vaiues 
I - -VERY LOW.  2  - low.  3  MODE RAIL .  4 -  H IGH.  5 - -VERY H IGH 
JOB 5  S tCRElARIAL  SCHOOl  
•gUMBER OF  VALID  OBSERVATIONS (1  ISTWISE)  =  92  OO 
^ARIABIE  MEAN S ID  DEV MIN IMUM MAXIMUM VAIU)  N  
J25  4  527  2  067  1  8  93  
04  6 .000  1  445  3  8  93  
C2  6 .443  1 .12S  2 .33  8 .00  93  
C3  6 .695  .927  4 .67  8 .00  93  
02  4  946  1  337  1  8  92  
C I  6 .593  1 .244  3 .00  a .OO 93  
C4  6  221  1 .087  3  25  8  OO 93  
6  301  I  143  3  OO 8  OO 93  
C6  6 .895  779  5  OO 8  OO 93  
LABEL 
SCHOOL BOARD SUPPORT 
lEACHER RESPECT 
SUPERVISOR EFF IC IENCY 
EFF ICACY 
STUDENT ATT ITUDE 
SUPERVISOR SUPPORT BEHAVIOR 
COHESIVENESS 
ESPRI I  
GOAL ORIENTATION 
JOB:  3  MAINTLNANCt  C  0  
MUMBEP OF  VALID  OBSERVATIONS (L ISTWISE)  =  8  00  
VARIABLE MEAN S IO  DEV MIN IMUM MAXIMUM VALID  N  
025  4  500  7bG 4  6  8  
04  4 .333  2  693  1  8  9  
C2  6 .433  I . 325  3 .00  7 .50  10  
C3  6 .444  .816  5 .67  8 .00  9  
02  4  333  2  .345  1  8  9  
C I  6 .746  :  1 .3 to  3 . i43  7 .86  3  
C4 6  917  451  6  CO 7  50  9  
C5  5 .733  1 .265  4 .00  8  GO 10  
C6  7 .111  625  6 .00  8  OO 9  
I 
LABEL 
SCHOOL BOARD SUPPORT 
TEACHER RESPECT 
SUPERVISOR EFF IC IENCY 
EFF ICACY 
STUDEWT ATT ITUDE;  
SUPERVISOR SUPPORT BEHAVICÀ 
COHESIVENESS 
ESPRIT  
GOAL ORIENTATION 
JOB J  eus  IODI  A l  SCHOOL 
MUWBER OF  VALID  OBSERVATIONS (1  ISTWISF)  ^  32 00 
i /ARIABLE MEAN S ID  DEV MIN IMUM MAX 1  MUM VAL 10  N  LABt l  
U 2 S  3 750 2  436  1  8  32  SCHOOL BOARD SUPPORI  
34  6 437 1  7b9  1  8  32  TEACHER RESPECT 
C2  4 .839 1 aav 1 .50 8.00 32 SUPERVISOR EFF IC IENCY 
C3  6.021 1 48€  2.33 a.oo 32  EFF ICACY 
02  4 562 1 983 1 8 32 STUDEhfT  ATT ITUDE 
CI 4.946 ;  I  950 1.29 7 .71  32 SUPERVISOR SUPPORT BEHAVIOR 
C4 5.440 t  743  1 .50 8  OO 32  COHESIVENESS 
C5 4.906 I  59 1 2  OO 8 .00  32  ESPRIT  
C6 5 689 1 577  2.25 7  80  32  GOAL ORIENTATION 
JOB 4 ruai) s iHvicf 
MUMBER OF  VALID  OBSERVATIONS (L ISTWISF)  -  51  00  
VARIABLE MEAN S ID  DE V  M IN IMUM MAXIMUM VALID  N  
•25  4  189  1  962  1  8  51  
U4  4  686  1  805  I  8  5  1  
C2  5 .811  1 .357  3 .00  B O O  53  
C3  6 .356  t . l 75  3 .CO 8 .00  52  
02  4  673  1  642  1  7  52  
C I  5 .590  1 .583  2 .43  8 .00  52  
C4  6  058  I  222  3  OO 8  OO 52  
C5  5 .510  1  353  2  33  7 .67  52  
C6  6  493  1  065  2  60  8  OO 52  
LABEL 
SCHOOL BOARD SUPPORT 
TEACHER RESPECT 
SUPERVISOR EFF IC IENCY 
EFF ICACY 
STUDENT ATT ITUDE 
SUPERVISOR SUPPORT BEHAVIOR 
COHESIVENESS 
ESPRIT  
GOAL ORIENTATION 
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APPENDIX G. DIFFERENCES IN COHESIVENESS, ESPRIT, AND 
GOAL ORIENTATION BETWEEN CLASSIFIED AND 
CERTIFIED STAFF IN EACH SCHOOL 

